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CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTION
The Country Feedlot Sales Program
In 1971, a new slaughter cattle marketing institution, the country
feedlot sales program, appeared in Iowa. The program can be defined as
a cooperative marketing institution which serves and is operated by Iowa
cattle feeders, and which involves two terminal market commission firms
and the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. This program is the result of
efforts by Iowa cattlemen to alleviate some of the problems they have
encountered in marketing slaughter cattle.
These problems include insufficient competition among slaughter
cattle buyers, the cattle feeders* lack of bargaining power, the cattle
feeders' lack of adequate market information and expertise, and the
cattle feeders* uncertainty of receiving payment for cattle sold.
The objectives of the country feedlot sales program are to increase
the competition for its members' cattle by exposing the cattle to
relatively large numbers of potential buyers; to improve the bargaining
position of member cattle feeders; to provide marketing information,
advice, and expertise to member cattle feeders; and to guarantee payment
to member cattle feeders.
The country feedlot sales program attempts to accomplish these
objectives by combining the concepts of country commission selling and
cooperative marketing. The program operates by placing one or more
commission salesmen in each of seventeen different areas or "associations"
throughout Iowa. The commission salesmen (usually referred to as
"feedlot sales representatives" or "sales representatives") are the
salesmen for cattle produced by cattle feeders who are program members.
The sales representatives are professionals in the field of cattle
marketing. They contact and negotiate with cattle buyers on the sale of
cattle, provide program members with marketing information and advice,
and keep abreast of changing market conditions.
The sales representatives are employed by one of the two sales
agencies involved in the program. Both sales agencies are cooperative
terminal market commission firms, and the member cattle feeders pay a
commission to the appropriate sales agency for the services provided
by the sales representative.
The Iowa Farm Bureau Federation plays an organizational and
promotional role in the country feedlot sales program. The Farm Bureau
coordinates the activities of the seventeen associations, helps in
establishing the program*s operational procedures, promotes the program
in new areas and in existing associations, and has, in general, overseen
the development of the program.
The rapid growth of this program, in itself, establishes the
importance of the marketing concept the program employs, and justifies
the further study of the program. This study will describe the program,
outline its growth, attempt to discover its strengths and weaknesses,
and attempt to determine its overall effectiveness as a marketing
technique.
To put the country feedlot sales program in proper perspective in
relation to the total Iowa and national beef industry, it is appropriate
to give some background on the beef industry. This background will
outline the history of Iowa cattle marketing, examine the importance
of the beef industry to Iowa and to the nation, and examine some
current problems in slaughter cattle marketing.
Historical Overview of Some Iowa Cattle Marketing Institutions
Early methods of cattle marketing
The first cattle sold in Iowa were those of the first settlers, who
traded cattle among themselves and to newcomers who wanted to start
herds of their own. Cattle were usually raised and butchered in the
local area; thus, most cattle were bought and sold privately, without
the need for more advanced marketing mechanisms (7, p. 186-187).
In the 1850's, cattle numbers in certain parts of Iowa became large
enough to encourage the export of livestock (7, p. 186-187). Feeder
cattle, and, to a lesser extent, grass-fattened cattle, were driven to
the Chicago area, where they would be fattened. Then they would be
slaughtered in Chicago, or shipped live further east to be slaughtered.
Until the 1860's, when Iowa*s railroad system became better
developed, these cattle were transported by cattle dealers or "drovers."
The two major marketing functions of the drovers were (1) assembly of
small groups of cattle from various farms and (2) the transportation
of these cattle to Illinois feedlots. Typically, the drovers would
start a cattle drive in western Iowa, purchasing cattle along the way
as they moved eastward. The cattle drive would end at the westernmost
extent of the railroads» where the cattle would be loaded onto trains
and transported to feedlots near Chicago (7, p. 186-187).
The marketing function of the drovers can be compared with that of
the country feedlot sales program's sales agencies. Both act(ed) as
middlemen between cattle producers and beef packers. While the drovers
actually took title to the cattle, the sales program's sales agencies
do not. The drovers transported the cattle, this being one of their
major functions, whereas the sales agencies of the country feedlot sales
program are not involved in transportation. The sales agencies and the
drovers both negotiate(d) with the eventual buyers, but it should be
noted that, prior to the 1860*s, the drovers dealt primarily with feeder
cattle, while the country feedlot sales program sells slaughter cattle.
The early settlers had little access to market information, and
much of their information came from the cattle dealers. Since there
was no alternative marketing institution to compete with the cattle
dealers in the 1850's, the price paid the producer was often much
below the market price in Chicago, and the cattle dealers' margins
were quite high relative to costs (10, p. 186-187).
In the 1860's, the development of Iowa's rail system resulted in
a decline in the importance of the cattle dealers (7, p. 186-187). The
cattle dealer's most important service became the assembly of scattered
groups of livestock for more economical shipment (7, p. 189-190).
Larger cattle producers had little need of this type of service, as
it was cheaper to market their cattle themselves, and thereby eliminate
the dealer's margin (7, p. 189-190),
Another effect of the railroads was to change the type of cattle
that were shipped out of Iowa. Before the coming of the railroads,
most of the cattle exported were feeder cattle, which were then fattened
by farmers closer to Chicago (7, p. 186-187). The railroads made it
easier to transport fat cattle, a fact which allowed Iowa to develop
its cattle feeding industry.
As Iowa cattlemen shifted their emphasis from the prodxiction of
feeder cattle to the production of fat cattle in the latter 1800's,
the range country west of Iowa became an important source of feeder
cattle (12, p. 1-3). Several stockyards, or terminal markets, became
important as points of exchange of feeder cattle between the ranchers
and the corn belt cattle feeders (12, p. 1-3). The terminal markets
at St. Joseph and Kansas City, Missouri, Omaha, Nebraska, Sioux City,
Iowa, and Peoria, Illinois, are still in operation.
The development of refrigeration and refrigerated rail cars in
the 1870*s allowed the midwest to become the focal point of United States
beef slaughter as well as beef production (1, p. 8). Packing plants
began to grow rapidly near the terminal markets, and the terminal
markets near Iowa's borders became important in fed cattle marketing
in addition to feeder cattle marketing.
Shipping associations
An institutional development in cattle marketing pertinent to
this study was the appearance of cooperative livestock shipping
associations in the early 1900*s. Shipping associations, which appeared
during a period when a high percentage of cattle and other livestock
were marketed through terminal markets, were cooperatives whose
primary purpose was to transport livestock to market at relatively
low cost. Following are some of the reasons shipping associations
developed.
Most farmers in the early 1900's did not produce a large enough
number of livestock to take advantage of the low shipping rates
available for filled railroad cars (1, p. 164). Therefore, they would
either sell their livestock to a local dealer, who assembled small
groups of animals for shipment, or they would cooperative with their
neighbors in order to assemble a carload of animals.
Farmers in this time period had little access to up-to-date market
information, and frequently felt that cattle dealers were taking
advantage of their ignorance. Also, shipping with neighbors was not
always possible, and usually was Inconvenient (1, p. 164).
There was a great deal of variation In the size, structure, and
range of services offered by each association. The assembly of stock
for economical shipment was a service that was common to all shipping
associations, but beyond that, many shipping associations had very
little In common. Some of the associations consisted of little more
than a few farmers getting together to market their animals, while
some were large enough to employ a full-time manager. Some were
concerned only with the shipping of livestock, while others bought
and sold other products such as coal, feed, hay, etc. (4, p. 6).
An important distinction in the various associations was the
degree of emphasis placed upon the marketing of livestock, rather
the simple assembly and shipment of the livestock (4, p. 60-61). In
some associations, the manager acted merely as a forwarding agent,
arranging for and assisting in the transportation of the livestock,
and arranging the payment of the seller. In other associations, the
manager had the additional duties of a marketing agent; that Is, the
manager would assist the producers In determining which market outlet
to use in each case.
The shipping association, as a marketing institution, was a
precursor of the country feedlot sales program. There were many
similarities between the two institutions. Both consist(ed) of livestock
producers pooling their animals and their resources in an attempt to
market their livestock more advantageously. The shipping associations
attempted to do this by reducing transportation costs, while the country
feedlot sales program seeks to do this by procuring higher prices on
livestock sold. Some shipping associations also attempted to procure
higher prices by careful selection of marketing outlets, but, as
mentioned in the previous paragraph, many associations acted merely as
cooperative transportation agencies.
Another similarity between the two institutions is the employment
of a person to conduct the daily business of the organization. This
person was the manager of the shipping association, or the feedlot sales
representative of the country feedlot sales program. Only in certain
shipping associations, however, did the manager concern himself with
seeking the most advantageous marketing route to the extent that the
feedlot sales representative does.
The manager of the shipping association, being primarily concerned
with transporting livestock to terminal markets, was not required to
negotiate the price of livestock sold. By contrast, a major function
of the country feedlot sales program's sales representative is price
negotiation with potential buyers.
A subject of controversy in some shipping associations was the
implementation of a contract by which the member farmers would agree to
market all of their livestock through the association. The advantages
of the contract were that it helped the cooperative plan its finances
and activities, increased the cooperative's credibility in dealing with
other organizations and in hiring managers, and specified the
relationship between the members and the association. Some managers
claimed the contract was essential to the association, while others
felt that it "ruined their association" (A, p. 18). In 1920, 49 of
the 682 associations then in existence were using the contract, but
only 32 of these were enforcing it (4, p. 18).
This controversy has a parallel in the present-day country feedlot
sales program. The western Iowa associations of the sales program do
not require their members to commit all of their cattle to the program;
the eastern Iowa associations do make this requirement. Many persons
involved in the program feel that total commitment of the association
members should be required, others feel it should not. This controversy
Is discussed in Chapter III, under the subheading, "The marketing
agreement."
Some people in the livestock industry recognized the opportunity
for grouping the various shipping associations together under one
central organization. In 1920, the American Farm Bureau Federation
organized a committee to investigate this possibility. Since many of
the shipping associations were organized under the auspices of the
Farm Bureau, the idea seemed feasible. The motivation to consolidate
the associations is not completely clear, but there Is some indication
that certain organizers hoped that an organization of this type could
exercise market power in order to increase the prices received by the
producers (7, p. 196),
The attempt to consolidate the shipping association was not
successful, partly due to the fact that many shipping associations
chose not to join in with the Farm Bureau, and partly due to the general
decline of the shipping associations in the late 1920's and 1930's.
According to Hopkins, even if all the associations had joined in with
the Farm Bureau, the organization would not have represented a large
portion of the beef cattle Industry (7, p. 196). The National
Livestock Producers Association, which exists today as an organization
of cooperative commission companies at various terminal markets, was
an enduring result of the Farm Bureau's efforts.
The attempt to consolidate the shipping associations is paralleled
by the Iowa Farm Bureau's efforts to centrally coordinate the activities
of the country feedlot sales program. The goal of this effort is to
10
create a truly statewide marketing organization which provides expanded
marketing opportunities to Its members, and provides Increased
bargaining power.
After 1924, the shipping associations declined in number and
Importance. In 1925, 104,000 Iowa farmers marketed through shipping
associations, (A, p. 18) but in 1927-1928 the estimated membership
had declined to 80,000, and by 1936 the estimated membership was 25,000
(1, p. 159). The number of associations in Iowa declined from 697 In
1925 to 393 in 1931 and 127 in 1936 (1, p. 161).
Several reasons are cited for the decline of the shipping
associations. The Improvement of Iowa roads and the subsequent
increase in the practice of hauling livestock to market by truck
reduced the need for shipping associations. It was much less difficult
to fill a truck with animals than to fill a rail car, so the service
of assembling small groups of livestock to make up a carload became
less important to farmers (1, p. 166). The use of trucks also opened
up a greater variety of marketing outlets to cattle feeders, as almost
any point in Iowa could be reached by truck, whereas rail connections
to many Interior points were inadequate (1, p. 167).
The improvement in the cattle feeders* information sources was
another blow to the shipping associations. The Federal Market News
Service, radio, telephone, and more uniform grading standards gave the
cattle feeder market information quickly and accurately. Armed with
better information, many producers chose to market their cattle
themselves, rather than participate in the shipping associations
(1, p. 167).
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The basic cause of the decline of the shipping associations was
a failure to adjust to changing conditions in the livestock Industry
(1, p. 165-170). The primary function of most of the shipping
associations was to assemble small groups of cattle for shipment.
When the need for this type of service disappeared, so did these
associations. If these associations had expanded their marketing
services to Include the critical selection of marketing outlets and
the timing of sales, rather than simply collecting and shipping
livestock,their success may have been longer-lived (1, p. 169).
Despite the improvement in marketing information and opportunities,
the need for precise choices in the timing and location of sales
still existed for the producer. Dowell and Bjorka, in 1941, suggested
a type of association that would satisfy these needs:
"....the new associations will need to place their chief
emphasis upon the marketing function instead of serving
merely as forwarding agencies.
Such associations should be able to serve producers by keeping
in touch with the available outlets, interpreting prices
quoted on various classes and grades, grading...., and coor
dinating transportation....'* (1, p. 169).
It should be noted that some of the shipping associations did
provide this type of service (1, p. 60). Even so, virtually all of
the shipping associations eventually disappeared (9, p. 151). Notably,
the "new associations" envisioned by Dowell and Bjorka bear a striking
similarity to the present-day country feedlot sales program.
To summarize the comparison between the shipping associations and
the country feedlot sales program, both were cooperative livestock
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marketing institutions. Both made use of a manager or representative
to conduct the daily business of the organization. Both have
confronted the problems of commitment of membership and the central
coordination of local organizations.
The primary function of the shipping association was, in most
cases, just what the name implies - transportation of livestock. The
failure of the shipping association to become involved In the process
of selection of marketing outlets is cited as one reason for its
decline. In more general terms, the decline of the shipping association
is attributed to the failure to adapt to changing technologies and
economic conditions.
Unlike the shipping association, the country feedlot sales
program has embraced the marketing functions of outlet selection and
negotiation of price. The country feedlot sales program does not
concern itself with livestock transportation.
The future of the country feedlot sales program, of course,
depends upon the changes which will take place in the beef industry.
The ability of the program's leadership to adapt the program to
changing conditions in the beef industry will undoubtedly be an
Important factor in the program's longevity.
Direct marketing
In common usage, the term "direct marketing" is difficult to
define. Fowler defines the direct marketing as "a method of selling,
completed between the seller and the buyer, without the support of an
agent, commission merchant, or broker" (5, p. 353). A more useful
13
definition of direct marketing for this study will be as
follows:
"Direct marketing is the act of selling or buying livestock
for slaughter when the livestock are transported from the
point of production directly to the point of slaughter, whether
or not parties other than the buyer and seller are involved "
in the transaction."
By this definition, any time cattle are sold and transported
directly to a packing plant, direct marketing has occurred. If,
however, the cattle are transported to a local auction or to a terminal
market for sale, then direct marketing does not occur.
This definition is employed to solve a problem encountered in
classifying the country feedlot sales program. Although the program
is generally considered to be a direct marketing tool, the program is
not an institution of direct marketing by Fowler's definition. The
country feedlot sales program's sales representative clearly qualifies
as "an agent, commission merchant, or broker."
By shifting the critical element of "direct marketing" from the
presence or absence of an agent to the route of transportation, we
allow the country feedlot sales program to be included as an
institution of direct marketing.
In the mid-1800's, most of Iowa's cattle were marketed directly
to private individuals for local consumption, or to settlers passing
through an area on their way west (7, p. 186). Later in the 19th
century, as cattle numbers grew, cattle dealers and terminal markets
became important marketing methods, and fewer cattle were marketed
udirectly. For the country as a whole, the terminal markets peaked
in terms of proportions of slaughter cattle marketed there in the early
1900's but have been declining since the 1920's (2, p. 16).
A similar trend has been observed in Iowa, at least since 1940.
According to the 1940 study, 61.4% of the slaughter cattle sold by Iowa
farmers in 1940 were sold at terminal markets (10, p. 125). In 1976,
only 16.2% of the cattle slaughtered by Iowa packers were purchased at
terminal markets (17, p. 16). In 1940, 20.8% of Iowa's slaughter cattle
were sold directly^ to packers, but in 1976, packers bought 76.2% of
their cattle directly (same sources). So, as the proportion of cattle
marketed through terminal markets has declined in the past half century,
the proportion marketed directly has increased.
Some reasons cited for the shift away from terminal markets over
this time period have been improved varieties of com, which permitted
the northwesternly expansion of com production, and a subsequent shift
in the location of livestock production and slaughter; the improvements
in roads and highways, which allowed livestock to be trucked directly
to their destination; poor prices following World War I, which caused
farmers to be more critical of the coramission charges and operating
methods of the terminal markets; improvements in the availability of
market information; and the construction of packing plants which were
not physically near the terminal markets, but which were rather
scattered throughout the areas of production (9, p. 20).
"Directly" in this case includes cattle marketed through country
dealers and other marketing methods, due to the statistical format of
the publication cited.
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The shift to direct marketing brought on some new problems for
cattle feeders. Although the improvement in the availability of market
information to farmers was a causative factor in the shift to direct
marketing, farmers negotiating directly with packer buyers found
themselves pitted against professionals in cattle marketing who
had the best information (13). As the process of price formation in
the marketplace has become more complex, and price fluctuations more
rapid, the cattle feeder has experienced increasing difficulty in
maintaining his relative level of information and expertise.
When negotiating directly with cattle buyers, the initial contact
usually is made by the cattle feeder; however, the buyer may contact
the cattle feeder first. Frequently, the cattle feeder has difficulty
in pursuading buyers to visit his feedlot and bid on his cattle. In
some areas, one cattle buyer may enjoy a local monopsony, taking all
or most of the cattle in that area.^ Any one or combination or these
conditions can result in a local reduction in competition which can be
disadvantageous to the cattle feeder. If the cattle buyer has no one
to bid against, or does not feel the threat of other bidders, the cattle
feeder may not receive full market value for his cattle.
Another problem of direct marketing has been the uncertainty of
payment of the seller.^ Much attention has been focused on this
^Glee mider. Director of Marketing, Iowa Farm Bureau Commodity
and Marketing Division, personal communication, June, 1977.
2
Cattle feeders marketing through public markets are assured of
payment, as the public markets are bonded.
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problem since early 1975, when American Beef Packers, Incorporated,
filed for "financial reorganization," threatening a number of Iowa
cattle feeders with non-payment on cattle that had been delivered and
slaughtered.
In an action prompted largely by the American Beef Packers
situation, the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 was amended by
Congress in 1976 to include regulations insuring the prompt payment
of the seller of slaughter livestock. Among the regulations enacted
was one providing that all livestock, meat, by-products, and proceeds
from livestock delivered should be held in trust by the packer until
the seller is paid (11). However, many cattle feeders are not
convinced of the certainty of their payment by these regulations, as
is evidenced by some of the results of this study.^ Uncertainty of
payment remains an important item on the minds of many cattle feeders.
Cattle Feeding in Iowa
In order to provide a background for understanding the present
and potential roles wT the country feedlot sales program in the Iowa
beef industry, it is appropriate that the size, importance and trends
of Iowa*s cattle feeding industry be examined.
Importance of cattle feeding
Agriculture is Iowa's most important industry, and cattle feeding
is very important to Iowa agriculture. In 1976, the income to Iowa
^See Chapter III.
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farms from the sale of cattle and calves was about 1.7 billion dollars,
or about 24% of Iowa*s total farm income of 7.0 billion dollars. Hogs,
which contributed 26% of Iowa's farm income in 1976, were the only
commodity to contribute more than cattle and calves (8).
Also in 1976, 2.9 million grain fed cattle were marketed in Iowa;
only the state of Texas marketed more. 33,000, or 25%, of Iowa*s farms
were involved in cattle feeding in that year. This gives an average of
88 grain-fed cattle marketed from each farm on which cattle were fed.
The quarterly average of steers and heifers on feed in 1976 was
1,281,000 which gives an average of 38.8 cattle on feed on each of the
33,000 farms at a given time (8).
The focus of cattle feeding in the United States as a whole has
shifted from the com belt to the west and southwest in the past two
decades. Iowa was displaced by Texas as the nation's most important
supplier of slaughter cattle in the late 1960*s; however, the com
belt is still an important source of the nation's beef supply. In
1976, Texas marketed about 7*4 million cattle, followed by Iowa with
4.5 million, and Nebraska with 4.2 million (14).
In terms of Iowa farm income contributed, hogs became more
important than cattle in 1975, and remained so in 1976. Cattle had
exceeded hogs in cash receipts in the years 1956-1975 (14).
The average^ number of cattle on feed in Iowa reached a peak of
2,018,000 in 1969, and peaked again at 1,820,500 in 1972. This figure
^Average of the four quarters of each given year.
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reached a low of 1,082,500 in 1975, but increased to 1,290,000 in 1976
and 1,307,500 for 1977 (lA). For the first six months of 1978, the
average number of cattle on feed has been 1,575,000 (16).
The number of cattle fed in Iowa in recent years has depended, of
course, on the existing market conditions as well as expected future
prices. Figure 1 shows the estimated profitability of cattle feeding
from 1973 to the present. As the graph shows, the profitability of
cattle feeding has been erratic in the 1970*s, with losses occurring
for nineteen consecutive months from 1973 to 1975, high profits in the
fall of 1975, and consistent losses again in 1976 (3). According to
the Iowa State University study, from January 1973 through June 1978,
Iowa cattle feeders have experienced 42 months of losses, compared
with only 24 months of profits. These economic conditions point to
some of the reasons cattle feeders have become concerned with their
marketing techniques, and have shown interest in alternative marketing
methods such as the country feedlot sales program.
Size of Iowa cattle feeding operations
The fact that Iowa cattle feeding takes place on a relatively
large number of feedlots whose average size is relatively small is
important in understanding the function of the country feedlot sales
program. Small feedlots may suffer a lack of bargaining power,
inability to attract buyers, and other size-related problems. Figure 2
shows the feedlot size distribution in Iowa, Nebraska, and Texas, and
the average of 23 selected states.
a;
fu
in
n
rH
s
c
•H
(0
«
O
u
o
<4>t
o
u
(U
TJ
0)
jj
CO
£
(0
w
200.
160-
-80 J
-160 ^
-200
1/73
19
1/74 1/75 1/76 1/77 1/78
Figure 1. Estimated profitability of finishing' choice yearling steers to
1100 pounds and choice slaughter grade in Iowa and southern
Minnesota, 1973 to present ("Estiinated Returns from Cattle
Feeding in Iowa Under Two Feeding Programs," Iowa State
University Cooperative Extension Service. M-1152, February 1974
and M-1195, April 1978) '
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The largest percentage of cattle feeding In Iowa and Nebraska takes
place on small feedlots, while the largest percentage of Texas'
cattle feeding takes place on large feedlots. The difference in feedlot
size between com belt and southwestern states can be attributed
partially to differences in the economics of scale in the two regions,
Hasbargen and Kyle, in a 1978 study, indicated that the use of home
produced feed and family labor in the com belt results in a relatively
more rapid increase in average feed and labor costs incurred during
expansion in the com belt than in the southwest, where feedlots
frequently purchase all inputs. Disposition of manure, relative wage
rates, relative feed costs, and relative feeder cattle prices were
also cited as factors affecting the relative economies of scale of the
two regions in this study. Hasbargen and Kyle state, "These results
indicate that large scale feedlots operated independently of crop
production are unlikely to develop in the Northern Com Belt since
returns to such investment ventures would probably be quite low. On
the other hand, large scale lots in Colorado can be developed without
discoverings any diseconomies of size" (6, p. 2-6).
While statistics on the size distribution of Iowa feedlots of
under 1000 head capacity are not available, statistics do exist which
show the number of fat cattle sold from Iowa farms, classified by the
number sold per farm. Figure 3 shows these statistics. While there
is a high concentration of farms towards the lower end of the scale,
the largest number of cattle were marketed from the upper end of the
3
0
2
5
2
0
u
1
5
c 4
)
u u 0
)
c
u
1
0 F
ig
u
re
1
-
9
2
7
.0
1
7
.8
1
0
.8
p
e
rc
e
n
ta
g
e
o
f
fa
rm
s
in
e
a
c
h
c
la
s
s
if
ic
a
ti
o
n
p
e
rc
e
n
ta
g
e
o
f
fa
tt
e
n
e
d
c
a
t
t
l
e
s
o
ld
fr
o
m
fa
rm
s
in
e
a
c
h
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
1
5
.5
10
-1
9
20
-4
9
50
-9
9
10
0-
19
9
20
0-
49
9
50
0-
99
9
10
00
-2
49
9
O
ve
r
nu
m
be
r
of
fa
tt
en
ed
c
a
tt
le
m
ar
ke
te
d
p
er
fa
rm
25
00
i
n
1
9
7
4
.
3.
P
er
ce
nt
ag
e
of
fa
rm
s,-
an
d
pe
rc
en
ta
ge
of
fa
tt
en
ed
ca
tt
le
m
ar
ke
te
d
fr
om
fa
rm
s,
cl
as
si
fi
ed
by
nu
m
be
r
of
fa
tt
en
ed
ca
tt
le
m
ar
ke
te
d
pe
r
fa
rm
In
19
74
(1
8,
pp
.1
-1
8)
t
o
23
scale. It is clear that, at least in 1974, a majority of Iowa*s fed
cattle were marketed from farms that marketed less than 500 cattle in
that year.
Disposition of fed cattle in Iowa
As mentioned earlier, 76.2 percent of all cattle slaughtered in
Iowa in 1976 were sold directly^ to packers, while 16.3 percent were
purchased at terminal markets, and the remaining 7.5 percent were
purchased at auctions. If we look only at steers and heifers,
81.9 percent were purchased directly, 16.5 percent at terminals, and
1.6 percent at auctions (17).
There are 29 United States Department of Agriculture inspected
slaughter plants in Iowa, of which 18 slaughter more than 50,000 head
per year (15). Only about one third of this slaughter capacity is
closely tied to the terminal markets. The remainder is scattered
throughout the state. This situation is consistent with the
prevalence of direct marketing in Iowa.
In 1976, 4,687,000 cattle were slaughtered commercially in Iowa,
while cattle marketings from Iowa numbered 4,493,000. This results in
a net import of 194,000 slaughter cattle into Iowa in 1976 (14).
Purposes, Objectives, and Procedures of this Study
The purpose of this study is to improve the understanding of the
country feedlot sales program, to examine some of its virtues and
^"Directly" in this case includes cattle marketed through country
dealers and other marketing methods, due to the format of the USDA
publication.
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problems, and to evaluate its effectiveness as a marketing technique.
This study is intended to be of benefit to the country feedlot sales
program's leadership and to others who may be interested in starting
similar programs in other areas or commodities.
The objectives of this study, outlined briefly in Chapter I, are
presented here in greater detail:
1. Examine the growth and origins of the country feedlot
sales program.
2. Describe the program in terms of organizational
structure and in terms of operational methods.
3. Examine the strengths and weaknesses of the program.
4. Evaluate the overall effectiveness of the program as
a marketing technique.
The history and growth of the country feedlot sales program will
give an idea of the program's past and current role in the Iowa beef
industry, and establish the degree to which the program has been
accepted by Iowa cattle feeders. The origins of the program will be
described in terms of the economic conditions that led to the program's
development. Historical and statistical information was obtained from
the records of the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation, Producers Commission
Association of Sioux City, and Interstate Producers Livestock
Association (IPLA), and from the results of the membership survey
which was undertaken as part of this study.
A description of the country feedlot sales program will help to
achieve a thorough understanding of the program's structure and
methods of operation. Also, this description will insure that there
will be a record of the existence of this program along with a detailed
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description of the program. The information for the description of
the program came from first-hand observation, conservations with those
involved in the program, and information from the organizations involved
in the program.
Determination of the strengths and weaknesses of the country
feedlot sales program will be of benefit to the program's officials,
and also to those who are interested in forming similar programs. The
virtues and problems of the program were determined with the results
of the membership survey, records of the participating agencies, and a
survey taken of the feedlot sales representatives.
The evaluation of the overall effectiveness of the program as a
marketing technique will be useful to the program's officials and
other interested parties. However, the overall evaluation will go
beyond this by indicating the usefulness of this particular cooperative
marketing concept under current economic conditions. This evaluation
will point out, to producers and others, the efficacy of an alternative
marketing technique under certain economic conditions.
The evaluation was undertaken by, first, making a hypothetical list
of functions the program might be expected to accomplish. Then the study
will attempt to determine the extent to which these functions have been
performed. This evaluation will be made by use of the membership survey,
records of the participating agencies, and a survey taken of the feedlot
sales representatives.
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The hypothetical list of functions will be based upon the stated
objectives of the country feedlot sales program, which are as follows:^
1. To improve the marketing system for slaughter cattle.
2. To develop a program organized and operated by cattle
feeders.
3. To develop a program that would equalize the bargaining
positions of the cattle feeder and the packers.
4. To expand competition for slaughter cattle.
5. To improve the efficiency of the cattle marketing system.
6. To Improve the accessibility and usefulness of the
market information.
7. To provide the producer with equal access to various
markets.
8. To provide a program that will guarantee the pajnaent
of the cattle feeder.
Presented by Mr. Glee Mulder of the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation
July 11, 1977.
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CHAPTER II,
GROWTH, DESCRIPTION, AND ANALYSIS
Growth
In some parts of the country, notably the Milo Belt, Colorado, Arizona,
California, and parts of Kansas, it has been common for some time for a
commission firm to assign an agent to take cattle buyers to visit country
feedlots for the purpose of marketing cattle^ and (9, p. 136). The cattle
feeders who make use of this service pay a commission to the commission
firm. Until recently, however, this practice was essentially nonexistent
in Iowa.
In 1968, Interstate Producers Livestock Association (henceforward IPLA),
a cooperative terminal commission firm, began a country commission-man pro
gram in five counties in western Illinois. The program was quite success
ful and expanded rapidly. Country selling programs were attempted by
Producers Commission Association of Sioux City in the Storm Lake, Iowa Falls,
and Marshalltown areas of Iowa in the late 1960's, but these programs did
not receive sufficient participation from cattle feeders and were terminated.
In 1971, cattle feeders in Greene, Boone, Story and Dallas counties
in Iowa began a marketing organization under auspices of the Iowa Farm
Bureau Federation. The Farm Bureau, working with IPLA, assigned a feedlot
sales representative (similar to a country commission agent) to the area.
This program did not do well at first, as there was insufficient volume to
^aul Handke, Iowa State University, November 14, 1977.
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justify the full time employment of the sales representative. In 1974, this
organization, called the Central Iowa Feedlot Sales Program, was reorganized
Marshall, Polk, and Jasper counties were added, and the program began to
thrive.
On April 1, 1975, Siouxland cattle marketing association began opera
tion in northwestern Iowa. Siouxland was affiliated with the Iowa Farm
Bureau and Producers Coiranission Association of Sioux City, a cooperative
terminal commission firm. Siouxland was the first association in the
country feedlot sales program to operate under the direction of a "marketing
council." Up to this point in time, no country feedlot sales organization
had had a specific provision for feeder representation in the operation
of the program.
The marketing council consisted of cattle feeders from each of the
counties belonging to the association. The marketing council was respon
sible for the development of the program; the content of the marketing
agreement signed by the members; operational rules, procedures, and guide
lines; final approval of the feedlot sales representative; and general
supervision of the activities of the program.
The formation of the marketing council was an important innovation
which was both desired and deemed necessary by program members. Its
purpose was to insure input and approval from producers concerning all
activities of the organization, and thereby obtain increased confidence in
the program from cattle feeders. Presently, all associations in Iowa,
Minnesota and Nebraska have marketing councils.
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In 1975 and 1976, several other feedlot sales organizations started in
different parts of Iowa. By June, 1976, 35 Iowa counties were involved in
the program with a total of 876 cattle feeders enrolled, and by April, 1977,
1510 feeders were enrolled in 62 counties. In July, 1978, 82 of Iowa*s 99
counties were involved in the program, along with six counties in south
western Minnesota which affiliated with the Minnesota Farm Bureau. The
membership of these associations totals about 3,000. In addition, an
association in Nebraska is operating which is affiliated with the Nebraska
Farm Bureau and Producers Commission Association, and four associations
affiliated with IPLA and the Illinois Farm Bureau are operating in Illinois.
Also, eight additional county Farm Bureaus in Iowa have passed resolutions
to join the country feedlot sales program. Thus, in the forseeable future,
90 of Iowa's 99 counties may be involved in the country feedlot sales
program. A map showing the Iowa associations is presented in Figure 4.
The growth of the country feedlot sales program, in terms of membership,
marketings, and percentage of total Iowa fed cattle marketings, is charted
in Figure 5. The membership has more than tripled since June, 1976, when
876 cattle feeders belonged to the program, which was then operating in 35
Iowa counties. Cattle marketings in 1977 were more than four times greater
than the marketings in 1975; also, the proportions of Iowa*s total fed
cattle marketings coming from the country feedlot sales program has increased
from 2.58 percent in 1975 to 10,81 percent in the first half of 1978. In
some counties, 60 percent of the fed cattle are estimated to be committed
to the program (2).
The rapid growth of the program has caused some problems for program
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members, officials, and sales representatives.^ Sometimes, increasing
membership in a given association has given the sales representative
more members than he can properly service. Basically, there are three
solutions to this problem; allow a sales representative from another
association to assist the overburdened sales representative; hire a new
sales representative to assist the original sales representative; or
redefine association boundaries.
A problem of all three solutions can be that a sales representative,
who is paid partially on the basis of the number of cattle he markets,
may oppose any action that might reduce his marketings.
The first solution can cause problems in both associations involved,
as members of the first association may not approve of the sales
representative who was brought in to assist in marketing their cattle.
Members of the assistant's association may not appreciate the reduction
in their services which results from their sales representatives'
attempt to cover more area and members. This solution Is at best a
temporary one.
The second solution, hiring an additional sales representative,
may cause problems if the members do not approve of the new sales
representative; also, while there is too much business for one
representative to handle alone, there may not be enough business to
justify the employment of two sales representatives.
^"Sales representatives" are described under the subheading
Structure later in this chapter.
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The third solution, redefinition of association boundaries, can
frequently be the most logical one from a business standpoint. However,
it results in confusion as marketing councils are reorganized,
association names are changed, and new sales representatives
are hired. There may be some dispute as to which new association the
old sales representative will work with, and there may be difficulties
regarding the approval of a new sales representative.
The progranfs rapid growth has resulted in the overextension of
employees at higher levels, and has made it difficult for officials to
deal with the program's other problems and provide services to the
extent that they would like. These are some of the problems that have
resulted from the country feedlot sales program's rapid growth.
The growth of the country feedlot sales program has resulted from
two activities—expansion within existing associations, and incorporation
of new associations into the program. Both have been significant in
their contribution to the program's growth. However, as the country
feedlot sales program presently encompasses nearly the entire state
of. Iowa, the majority of the program's future growth must occur within
existing associations. For this reason, it is useful to analyze the
past growth of the program by separating it into two components—growth
'within associations" and growth "by incorporation of new associations
into the program."
The total number of original members in each Iowa association is
approximately 1625. This means that 2780 (present Iowa membership) -
1625 = 1155 of the present membership, or about 42 percent, represent
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growth within existing associations. The remaining 1625, or 58 percent,
while they cannot be considered original members (due to the possible
dropping out and replacement of original members), can be said to
represent the original membership.
This analysis, however, does not yield a usable figure for growth
"by incorporation of new associations into the program." The logic of
this analysis should be clarified by the upper diagram of Figure 6.
These diagrams are not intended to accurately represent the country
feedlot sales program's growth; rather, they are included for the
purpose of clarifying the methods of growth analysis used here.
The lower diagram of Figure 6 represents another method for
analyzing the growth of the country feedlot sales program. Using this
method, a date is somewhat arbitrarily picked, in this case June, 1976,
and all growth in associations added after that date is declared to be
the result of growth "by incorporation." The membership of the
associations in existence at that time would be considered "original"
membership, and only subsequent growth in these associations will be
considered "within association" growth. Using this analysis and the
June, 1976, date, the "original" membership is 876. The present
membership of these seven associations is estimated at about 1580.
This results in a "within association" growth of 1580 - 876 = 70A, or
about 704/2780 = 25% of the total present membership. Growth "by
incorporation" would be 2780 - 1580 = 1200, which is about 43% of the
total membership.
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The total growth of the country feedlot sales program since June,
1976, Is 2780 - 876 = 1904, or which 604 of 37% represents "within
association" growth, and growth "by incorporation" is 1200 or 63%.
(Notice the distinction between "percentage of raembership" and
"percentage of growth.")
Still another method of judging "within association" growth is to
compare the number of members per county at different times in the past.
In June, 1976, there were 25.0 members per county involved in the
program; in April, 1977, there were 24.4; and July, 1978, there were
33.9. These figures would suggest that the 10 months following June,
1976, were a period of relatively rapid incorporation of new areas into
the program, during which time the number of members per county did not
change greatly; and that the following fifteen months saw more growth
in existing areas. This, however, does not contradict the analysis
showing that much of the growth since 1976 has resulted from the
Incorporation of new areas.
The purpose of distinguishing between these two types of growth is
that the potential for continued growth "by incorporation," which has
been the program^ s main source of growth since 1976, is quite limited
within the state of Iowa. Nearly all future growth in terms of
increasing the proportions of Iowa cattle marketed through the program
must be the result of "within association" growth. "Within association"
growth means selling the program to cattle feeders who are already
inside the boundaries of existing associations, and who previously
have not seen fit to join the program.
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The graphs on the growth of the country feedlot sales program, and
the analysis indicating 63% of the program's growth since June, 1976,
occurring "by incorporation," suggest that "within association" growth
may become a problem for the program. Figures for the first half of
1978 indicate a leveling off of the program's marketings and share of
the state's marketings, although it is perhaps too early to establish
a definite trend. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note, while
examining the graphs, that the last counties to join the program did
so in December 1977, and no new areas have been added since then.
While it should be expected that the growth of the program will slow
down when the acquisition of new areas ceases, if the Iowa Farm
Bureau's goals concerning the program are to be reached, a redoubling
of efforts to expand the membership of the program's existing
associations may be required.
The goals of the Iowa Farm Bureau concerning the country feedlot
sales program include the eventual marketing of 30% of Iowa's fed cattle
through the program. Certainly with only 2780 of Iowa's 33,000 cattle
feeders enrolled in the program, the potential for this growth exists.
However, this growth must come largely from selling the program to
cattle feeders in existing associations who previously have not been
sold on the program. For this reason, the continued growth of the
country feedlot sales program will be a great challenge to the Iowa
Farm Bureau, Producers Commission Association, IPLA, and the cattle
feeders who support the program.
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It should be mentioned that another source of increased marketings
for the program is the more complete commitment of present members to
the program. Some program members do not market all of their cattle
through the program. This occurrence will be discussed later in this
chapter and in the following chapter.
Another aspect of the country feedlot sales program's growth is
the changing feedlot size of the program's membership. In June, 1976,
the program's 876 members marketed 12,336 cattle for an average of
14.082 cattle marketed per member. For the month of April, 1977, the
average was 15.478 cattle marketed per member, and for July, 1978, the
average was 9.725. This would indicate that presently the average
feedlot size of the program's membership is declining,
A reasonable explanation for this decline in cattle marketed per
member is that the members added in the fifteen months preceding July,
1978, have generally operated feedlots of smaller size than the feedlots
of the older members. Adding smaller operations to the program resulted
in a decrease In the average number of cattle marketed per member.
Using some of the statistics that have been presented, we can make
some statements about the program's future growth.
The trend in numbers of cattle marketed per member is downward;
for this analysis we will assume that the average number marketed per
member per month will be no higher than 9.0 in 1979. The trend in
number of members per county is upward (presently 33.9 members per
county, as mentioned earlier), and we will assume that the program may
attain a maximum of 42 members per county in 1979. A maximum of 90
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counties in the program will be assumed for 1979.
Using these figures, no more than 9.0 x 12 months = 108 cattle will
be marketed per member in 1979. The maximum number of members for 1979
will be 42 X 90 3780. Thus, the maximum number of cattle we can
expect to be marketed through the program in 1979 is 108 x 3780 =
408,240.
This figure was derived by using liberal estimates for membership
and marketings per member, and should be considered an upper limit
based on present trends. Probabilistically, actual marketings for
1979 can be expected to be considerably less than 400,000, but some
growth over the 338,000 cattle expected to be marketed in 1978 is
anticipated. Strong leadership from program officials and members,
and good promotion could allow marketings for 1979 to reach the upper
limit given. These factors will definitely be needed if the program
is to reach its goal of eventually marketing 30 percent of Iowa's
cattle through the program.
Description
Structure
The country feedlot sales program is presently made up of 17
individual associations in Iowa, one in Minnesota, and one in
Nebraska. Also, there are four associations in Illinois, but their
structure is slightly different and they will not be included in this
study. The Minnesota and Nebraska associations are affiliated with
Producers Commission Assiciation of Sioux City, Iowa, and their
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respective state Farm Bureau organizations.
The structure of the country feedlot sales program is diagrammed
in Figure 7.
The Iowa Farm Bureau Federation* at the top of the diagram, has a
multiple role in the formation of a feedlot sales association. First,
the Farm Bureau is affiliated with the sales agency (a terminal market
commission firm; either Producers Commission Association or IPLA). The
Farm Bureau works with the sales agency to determine general guidelines
for operation of the program, and to promote the program both in areas
where the program is already operating, and where new programs are being
formed.
The Iowa Farm Bureau also assists the county Farm Bureau board of
directors in the promotion and formation of the feedlot sales association,
and, after the association is organized, assists the marketing council in
the promotion and operation of the association.
The sales agency is the employer of the feedlot sales representative
(described later). The sales agency receives the commission paid by the
member cattle feeders, and Is responsible for marketing the member's
cattle to the best advantage of the member. The cattle will either be
marketed directly^ or through a terminal upon which the sales agency
operates. The sales agency pays the expenses of the country feedlot
The definition of direct marketing used in this study enables us
to say that cattle marketed by the feedlot sales representative, if
they are transported directly from the feedlot to the point of slaughter,
are marketed directly.
Members
Members
Iowa Farm Bureau
Federation
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Producers Livestock Ass'n)
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Work out
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Figure 7. Structural diagram of the country feedlot sales program
A3
sales program, including telephone, automobile, advertising, bonding
insurance, office expenses, etc., plus the salaries of the feedlot
representatives.
As mentioned earlier, the sales agencies are affiliated with the
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. Producers Commission Association of Sioux
City is the sales agency for the eight western Iowa associations, the
Minnesota association, and the Nebraska association; IFLA is the sales
agency for the nine eastern Iowa associations and the four Illinois
associations.
The county Farm Bureau organizations are primarily responsible
for initiating and promoting the country feedlot sales program in their
own counties. When a number of cattle equivalent to about 10% of the
county's annual grain-fed cattle production has been pledged to the
program, the county Farm Bureau board of directors may elect to offer
the program. The county may become part of an adjacent association
already in existence, join in with other counties to form a new
association, or may nead to wait for the decision of other nearby
counties to go ahead with the program.
The county Farm Bureau president will then appoint 1 to 3 program
members to represent the county on the association's marketing council.
The marketing council, which has been described earlier, then takes
charge of the operation of the association. The number of counties in
an association varies from three to six.
The marketing council's primary purposes are to approve and super
vise the feedlot sales representative, to establish procedures and
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guidelines for the association, and to promote the Interests of and
generally supervise the association.
The marketing council has what essentially amounts to a negative
or veto power over the sales representative. A sales representative
must be approved by the marketing council before he goes to work in an
association. If the member cattle feeders have complaints concerning
their sales representative, they may voice these complaints through
their marketing council. Should the problems between the sales
representative and the marketing council move irreconcilable, the sales
representative may be dismissed by the marketing council.
A sales representative may be transferred by the sales agency to
another association, or elsewhere in the sales agency, without the
consent of the marketing council. The marketing council has no power
to negotiate salaries as a means of acquiring or retaining a good sales
representative. This limitation in the marketing council's power has
caused problems in some associations.
Twice annually, the chairmen of each Iowa association marketing
council meet with officials of the Iowa Farm Bureau to discuss the
operation and promotion of the program on a statewide basis. This body
is shown as the Committee of Council Chairmen" on the structural
diagram.
The feedlot sales representative Is perhaps the most critical
element of the country feedlot sales program structure. The sales
representative conducts the day to day business of marketing the
members cattle. He is responsible for contacting buyers, bringing
them to the feedlot, negotiating with them, being aware of current
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market conditions, and, in summary, obtaining the best possible price
for the members* cattle. The sales representative is employed by the
sales agency, but is subject to approval by the marketing council, and
may be dismissed by the council if his performance is found to be
unsatisfactory.
Usually, the feedlot representative is an individual with a good
deal of experience in cattle marketing. Experience as a cattle buyer,
feeder buyer, cattle feeder, and/or a feedlot manager is not uncommon
for a country feedlot sales program sales representative.
The member feeders receive the services of the feedlot sales
representative and pay a commission to the sales agency for these
services. The marketing council members are appointed by the county
Farm Bureau presidents from the ranks of the member feeders.
The marketing agreement
To join the program, a cattle feeder must be a member of the Iowa
Farm Bureau Federation, and must sign an agreement describing his
responsibilities to the Farm Bureau and to the sales agency, and their
responsibilities to him. Copies of the agreements used by the two
sales agencies are presented in Appendix I; the first is the agreement
used by Producers Commission Association in western Iowa, and the second
is used by IPLA in eastern Iowa. With few exceptions, the two agreements
are effectively identical in content.
The major provisions of the contract, which also are some of the
major selling points of the program, are as follows:
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1. The sales agency will take on the responsibility
of marketing the producer's cattle; this includes
contacting buyers, bringing them to the feedlot,
and negotiating with the buyers; or marketing the
cattle through a terminal market.
2. The sales agency will provide marketing information
and advice to the producer.
3. The sales agency guarantees payment on the cattle
through its bonding protection.
4. The cattle feeder agrees to let the agency be the
exclusive marketing agency for his cattle, and will
pay the commission on the cattle even if he markets
them through channels other than the country feedlot
sales program.
A subject of controversy in the country feedlot sales program is
the interpretation of the contract with respect to the numbers of
cattle marketed through the program by the members. In the IPLA-
affiliated associations, members are required to market all cattle
sold for slaughter through the program, or, in any case, to pay the
commission on all cattle sold for slaughter, for as long as the
agreement Is in effect. In the Producers Commission Association -
affiliated associations, members are allowed to specify a certain
number of cattle for marketing through the association, and market the
remainder on their own.
It has been argued that the "all-or-none" contract is too rigid
and discourages cattle feeders from joining the program. When a cattle
feeder initially considers joining the program, he or she may consider
it too great a risk to commit all of his or her cattle to an unfamiliar
marketing technique. On the other side of the argument, the point is
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made that In order for the program to be effective, the feedlot sales
representative and the potential buyer must be assured that the sales
representative has exclusive bargaining rights on the cattle. It has
happened that, while the sales representative has been attempting to
secure bids on a certain set of cattle, the cattle feeder has made
other arrangements to market the cattle. Occurrences of this type may
undermine the sales representative's credibility with the cattle
buyers. Also, these occurrences may result in misunderstandings if
the sales agency attempts to collect the commission for cattle sold
through other channels on the basis that the cattle were committed to
the program.
Operation
When the member cattle feeder decides that the time to market a
certain group of cattle is drawing near, he or she will contact the
feedlot representative of his or her association. The feedlot
representative will then usually visit the feedlot to observe the
cattle, discuss current market conditions with the cattle feeders, and
determine the best time to market the cattle on the basis of market
conditions and the rattle's degree of finish.
If the country feedlot sales program is not already well
established in an araa, the feedlot representative must establish
contacts with buyers. If the program is already well-established in
an area, cattle buyers frequently contact the sales representative
in order to locate the type of cattle they desire. As the sales
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representative is the marketer for a large number of feedlots in his
area, he can frequently supply the cattle buyer with the type of
cattle he needs. This can significantly reduce the time and cost of
search for the buyer. In this sense, the country feedlot sales
program acts as a procurement service for buyers.
The feedlot sales representative is able to maintain contact with
a larger number of potential buyers by virtue of the high volume of
cattle he controls. Thus, the feedlot representative performs the
double service of finding the right buyer for a particular seller, and
the right seller for a particular buyer.
The cattle buyer, if he is interested in the type of cattle the
sales representative has to sell on a particular day, will meet the
sales representative at the sales representative's office (generally
in a county Farm Bureau building), or another prearranged point, and
they will usually take the sales representative's car to the feedlot(s).
After viewing the cattle, they will attempt to negotiate a sale.
Usually, the cattle feeder is not present at these negotiations (the
fact that a sales program member needs to devote very little time to
the marketing of his cattle is an important selling point of the
country feedlot sales program).
A sale is usually not finalized at the feedlot. According to the
contract, the country feedlot sales program member may reject any bid, and
the final decision on a sale is up to the cattle feeder. Thus, the sales
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representative must contact the cattle feeder following his negotiations
with the cattle buyer to get the cattle feeder's permission to sell. Some
times, the feeder and sales representative previously reach an agrrement
regarding the price at which to sell the cattle without contacting the
feeder again. After the sales representative has received perraission
to sell, he contacts the buyer again and finalizes the sale.
In order to be able to negotiate effectively with cattle buyers, the
feedlot sales representative must have up-to-date market information, a good
idea of the local supply situation, and a thorough knowledge of the other
intricacies of cattle marketing. The sales representative's sources of
market information Include television and radio broadcasts, the USDA news
service, and the home office of the sales agency at the terminal market.
Unlike the farmer-feeder, the sales representative can spend much of his
time assimilating market information, as he has no crops or other enter
prises to tend.
There has been some antagonism towards the country feedlot sales
program from packers and their buyers, as the results of the survey, which
will be presented in Chapter III, point out. Despite the action of the
program as a procurement service for buyers, some buyers may prefer not to
deal with the sales program. The buyer may feel that the sales represen
tative is in a better bargaining position than the individual cattle feeder,
due to the large volume of cattle the sales representative controls; or
the buyer may simply feel that the sales representative drives a harder
bargain than the cattle feeder. Either or these may be reasons that a
particular buyer may not wish to deal with the sales program. Antagonistic
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buyers sometimes fight the program by offering cattle feeders better
prices for their cattle if they do not market them through the country
feedlot sales program,or by simply refusing to deal with the sales
representative.
Cost
If sufficient data were available, a chapter or even an entire
thesis might have been devoted to a cost analysis of the country
feedlot sales program. However, due to the lack of availability of
reliable cost data, such an analysis has not been possible. Data and
analysis are presented here in the greatest detail possible in this
study.
The cost of the country feedlot sales program to its members, as
outlined in the marketing agreements presented earlier, is 30c per
hundred-weight of steer or heifer marketed in associations affiliated
with Producers Commission Association, and $3.50 per steer or $3.25 per
heifer marketed in associations affiliated with IPLA. At the time of
this writing. Producers Commission Association is considering increasing
the commission from 30c to 35c per hundred-weight. Also the cost of
Farm Bureau membership should be considered, which is $25.00 per year
in most Iowa counties.
To determine the value of the benefits a cattle feeder receives
from being a member of the country feedlot sales program, a number of
questions must be considered.
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1. Does the member receive a higher price for his cattle
as a result of his membership in the country feedlot
sales program, and if so, how much higher is the price
he receives?
2. Does Che member spend less time marketing his cattle
as a result of his membership in the country feedlot
sales program and if so, how much; and, what is the
value of the member's time?
3. Does the member spend less time and money accumulating
market information as a result of his membership in
the country feedlot sales program?
A. What is the value of the marketing advice the country
feedlot sales program member receives?
5. What is the value of country feedlot sales program's
guaranteed payment feature?
When these questions can be answered on a per head basis, the costs
and benefits of country feedlot sales program membership can be compared.
It is not difficult to see that a good deal of study could be devoted to
determining these costs and benefits.
Table 1 is a financial statement of Producer's Commission
Association's segment of the country feedlot sales program for the first
six months of 1978 is shown. Although the figures indicate a loss for
Producers Commission Association on the program, this is not precisely
Che case. Two qualifications on the figures shown should be made. The
first is Che "Salaries" figure; this figure may be somewhat conservative
as it does not include bonuses paid to the feedlot sales representatives,
which are based on the number of cattle they market in a given time
period. The second qualification is the "Credit Insurance Allocation."
or bonding insurance figure, which represents the cost of protection
against non-payment of Che caccle buyer. This figure is an allocation.
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Table 1. Financial statement of Producers Commission Association ' s Feedlot 
Sal es Di vision for the first six months of 1978. 
CATTLE SOLD : 116 , 539 
INCOME : 
Cattle Sales 
Other Earnings 
EXPENSES: 
Employee 
Costs : 
Direct 
Business 
Costs : 
General 
Costs: 
TOTAL INCOME 
Salar ies 
Employment taxes 
Retir ement 
Employee Insurance 
Auto Dep. & Ins. 
Field 
Telephone 
Adve r tising & PR 
Administration 
Credit Insurance 
Allocation 
Other 
TOTAL EXPENSES 
LOSS FOR 6 MONTHS 
AVERAGE EXPENSES PER HEAD 
AVERAGE INCOME PER HEAD 
AVERAGE LOSS PER HEAD 
$145,857.82 
8,824.59 
21,155.58 
11 , 050 . 34 
$186,888 . 33 
$20,253 . 86 
27,418.81 
45,365.67 
4,769.07 
$97,807.41 
$54,000 . CS 
54,000.00 
7,455.88 
$115,455.88 
$3.43 
- 3. 23 
$0 . 20 
$369,180.60 
8 ,077.85 
$377 ,258 . 45 
- $186,888 . 33 
$97,807.41 
$115,455.88 
$400,151.62 
-$22,893.17 
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not an actual expenditure, and the figure presented is significantly
higher than the actual expenditure.
Mr. David Mitchell, General Manager of Producers Conanission
Association, has indicated that Che country feedlot sales program is
not actually losing money in the Producers Commission Association
affiliated Associations. As will be pointed out in the next chapter,
there is some feeling among country feedlot sales program members that
the cost of the program is too high, and that the sales agencies are
making excessive profits on the program.
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CHAPTER III,
SURVEYS OF THE COUNTRY FEEDLOT SALES
PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP AND FEEDLOT SALES REPRESENTATIVES
Procedure
The survey of the country feedlot sales program membership was mailed
to 383 program members in Iowa and southwestern Minnesota in April and May
of 1978. Two hundred names were selected at random from a mailing list
provided by Producers Commission Association, and 183 names were selected
from a list of 202 names provided by IPLA, The numbers selected from each
sales agency were based on the approximate number of members affiliated
with each sales agency. The total number of surveys mailed was based on
the intention of obtaining a reasonable sample of responses from each
association in the program, although no effort was made to insure a cer
tain number from each association. Random sampling was allowed to
determine the number of surveys mailed to each association. For purposes
of analysis, all names were assumed to be selected at random. Table 2
is a listing of all associations included in the survey, the number mailed
to each association, the number returned, and the percentage returned,
While the total response of 72.6% was better than expected, it
represents only the surveys which were usable in the final analysis. The
total response was nearly 75%, which indicates to some degree the concern
and interest of the members in their program.
The first mailing of the survey included a letter from the Iowa
State University Economics Department, a letter from the appropriate sales
agency encouraging the member to respond, a postage-paid return envelope,
directions for the survey, and, of course, the survey. Copies of the
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Table 2. Number and percentage of members who responded to the country
feedlot sales program membership survey, by association
Association Number Number Percent
Mailed Returned Returned
1. Beefland (Minnesota) 26 17 65.4
2. Siouxland 30 20 66.7
3. Maple Valley 26 16 61,5
4. Comland 29 25 86.2
5. Great Lakes 1 1 100.0
6. Supreme Beef 16 12 75.0
7. Top $ 24 14 58.3
8. Top of Iowa 22 14 77.3
9. Steakland 26 17 65.4
10. Raccoon Valley 14 9 64.3
11. Twin Cedar 20 16 80.0
12. Mid-Iowa Beefland 20 17 85.0
13. Central Iowa 22 22 100.0
14. Upper Iowa 20 13 65.0
15. Cedar Valley 24 16 66.7
16. Iowa Valley 22 16 72.7
17. Eastern Iowa 19 16 84.2
18. Southeastern Iowa 22 17 77.3
Total 383 278 72.6
Great Lakes is the most recently formed association, and a mailing
list was unavailable. The respondent was formerly a Siouxland member,
and his name was on the Siouxland mailing list.
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letters, directions, and the survey are shown in Appendix II. Two weeks
after the first mailing, surveys were sent again to those members who had
not yet responded (the surveys were coded in order to determine who had
and who had not responded). Two weeks after the second mailing, postcards
were sent to remind the remaining survey recipients to respond.
A survey was also taken of the country feedlot sales program sales
representatives. This survey was designed to obtain the opinions of
the sales representatives and compare them with the opinions of the
members. Ten sales representatives surveys were returned out of the
seventeen mailed for a return of 58.8%.
The surveys were designed with the objectives laid out in Chapter IX
in mind. In order to enlist the cooperation of the Farm Bureau and the
sales agencies, an effort was made to design the surveys in a way that would
provide data useful to them. The surveys werewritten with the assistance
of Mr. Glee Mulder of the Iowa Farm Bureau, Mr. David Mitchell of
Producers* Commission Association, and Mr. Carl Rylander of IPLA.
Results of the Membership Survey
Question 1 of the survey asked respondents to give the name of their
association. This question, in addition to being an aid in the classifi
cation and identification of the surveys, was intended to test the con
tention that country feedlot sales program members in some areas did not
identify with their own association and marketing council, but rather with
the sales agency. Program officials consider it important that members
identify with their association marketing council, as it is through the
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marketing council that member cattle feeders make their influence in the
regulation and operation of the program felt. A member who was not aware
of the name of his association might also not be aware of his represen
tation through the marketing council. In areas where prospective members
are not made aware of the marketing council and its function as the voice
of the membership, an important selling point of the program may be over
looked .
It was found that 41, or 14.7%, of the 278 survey respondents answered
this question incorrectly. Six of the 41 incorrect answers were from the
west (Producers Commission Association-affiliated associations), and 35
were from the east (IPLA - affiliated associations). This Indicates that
association non-identification is more prevalent in the east, and that
eastern association members may be less aware of and/or less concerned
about their marketing councils than western association members. The
results of questions 13 and 16 lend support to this conclusion. A break
down of the results of the question 1 by association follows in Table 3.
The relationships between various questions in the survey were
determined by the use of correlation coefficients. This was done to
determine the nature of the relationships of several factors to the
members* opinions of different aspects of the country feedlot sales pro
gram. The relationships of responses to questions 2 through 5 to responses
Allowance should be made for possible errors in determining the
respondent's true association name. However, 32 of the 41 incorrect
answers were the result of the respondents answering "don't know," In
which case correct determination of the respondents' true association name
is unnecessary in establishing non-identification. Of the 32 respondents
who answered "don't know," 28 were in IPLA affiliated association, and 4
were in Producers Commission Association - affiliated associations.
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Table 3. Number and percentage of members who correctly identified
their association name, by association
Producers Commission Association- Responses Incorrect Percent
Affiliated Associations Responses Incorrect
Responses
Beefland 17 0 0.00
Siouxland 20 0 0.00
Maple Valley 16 1 6.25
Comland 25 2 8.00
Great Lakes 1 0 0.00
Supreme Beef 12 0 0.00
Top $ 14 0 0.00
Top of Iowa 14 1 7.14
Steakland 17 2 11,76
Subtotal 136 6 4.41
IPLA-Affiliated Associations
Raccon Valley 9 2 22.22
Twin Cedar 16 2 12.50
Mid-Iowa Beefland 17 5 29.41
Central Iowa 22 6 27.27
Upper Iowa Slaughter 13 4 30.77
Cedar Valley 16 2 12.50
Iowa Valley 16 7 43.75
Eastern Iowa 16 6 37.50
Southeastern Iowa 17 1 5.88
Subtotal 142 35 24.65
Total 278 41 14.75
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to questions 6, 8, 13, and 16 will be mentioned only briefly in the dis
cussions of questions 2 through 5. These relationships will be covered in
greater detail in the discussion of questions 6, 8, 13, and 16, and in
Tables 5, 10, and 20.
Question 2 asked cattle feeders to give the number of years they had
been feeding cattle. The average number of years feeding cattle was
19.59 years (19.26 in the east, 19.91 in the west); the range was from
1 year to 50 years.
Correlations involving "years feeding cattle" were generally small,
but are worth mentioning if only to determine whether they are positive or
negative. It was found that the longer the respondents had been feeding
cattle, the lower the ratings they gave on all questions tested, including
their overall opinion of the program. The longer the respondents had been
feeding cattle, the less relative importance they placed on the services
of providing marketing information and advice, and negotiating with buyers,
and the more relative importance they placed on the provision of guaranteed
payment. These correlation coefficents can be found in Tables 5, 10, and
20, and will covered in greater detail in the discussions of questions
6, 8, and 16.
Question 3 asked the respondents how long they had been country
feedlot sales program members. The statewide average length of membership
was 21.16 months (22.85 in the east, and 19.39 in the west). The range
was from 0 (new member) to 84 (a member of the Central Iowa association,
which was originally formed in 1971).
Correlation coefficients involving "length of membership" were some-
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what higher than those involving "years feeding cattle." It was found that
the longer the respondent had been a country feedlot sales program member,
the more relative Importance he placed upon the time and effort the pro
gram saved him, the guaranteed payment feature, and the marketing informa
tion and advice he received from the program. It was also found that the
longer the respondent had been a program member, the less relative
Importance he placed upon the Increased number of marketing outlets the
program afforded him, and the more relative importance he placed upon the
marketing council. The longer the respondent had been a sales program
member, the lower was his overall opinion of the program. These correlation
coefficients will be presented in greater detail in Tables 5, 10, and 20,
and in the discussions of questions 6, 8, and 16.
Question A asked respondents how many cattle they planned to feed in
1978. The respondents planned to feed an average of 316.84 cattle per
member in 1978. The range was from 0 to 8000. The 266 members who
responded to this question planned to feed a total of 84,280 cattle in 1978.
Assuming that this sample is representative of country feedlot sales pro
gram.members statewide, then the 2780 Iowa members can be expected to feed
about 881,000 cattle in 1978. This figure, however, appears to be an
overestimation, as it exceeds the projection of about 338,000 cattle to be
marketed through the program in 1978 by too great an amount for it to be
considered accurate. The projection of 338,000 cattle marketed in 1978
was made in Chapter III and is based on actual marketings for the first half
of 1978. Part of the explanation of this overestimation may be that the
members simply are not feeding as many cattle as they had planned to when
the survey was taken.
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The members of the western associations were planning to feed, on the
average, 385.72 cattle each in 1978, and the eastern association members
were planning to feed an average of 252.00 cattle each in 1978.
A graph comparing the distribution of feedlots of different sizes in
the country feedlot sales program (based on the results of question 4) and
in the entire state of Iowa is presented in Figure 8. This graph demon
strates quite clearly that country feedlot sales program members tend to
operate larger feedlots than the general population of Iowa cattle feeders.
This fact is notable, as economies of scale indicate that per head
marketing costs should increase as feedlot size decreases. Because the
per head costs of program membership are the same for all feedlots,
regardless of size, it would seem that small feedlots have more to gain
from program membership than large feedlots.
However, the fact that sales program marketing charges per head are
the same for feedlots of all sizes gives the program cause to not seek
the membership of smaller operations, as it costs the program more per
head to market from smaller feedlots. It takes as much time for the sales
representative to market a lot of 10 cattle as it does for a lot of ICQ
cattle, but the commission is only 1/10 as great on the smaller feedlot.
This may be a significant part of the explanation for the difference
between the size of Iowa feedlots in general and the size of country feed-
lot sales program operations.
Feedlot size had a stronger relationship to other opinions than either
time feeding cattle or length of membership. Operators of larger feedlots
tended to give lower ratings than smaller operators in nearly all questions
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tested. Operators of larger feedlots felt that getting a higher price for
their cattle was a less important reason for belonging to the program
than did smaller operators. Larger operators attached less importance to
the availability of a greater number of marketing outlets, marketing
advice, and greater bargaining power as reasons for belonging to the pro
gram than did smaller operators.
Larger operators tended to attach less importance to all the services
of the feedlot representative, including bringing buyers to the feedlot,
negotiating with them, and providing marketing information and advice.
Possibly this is due to the fact that larger operators had less difficulty
in attracting buyers before joining the program than smaller operators, and
that larger operators generally have more time to devote to gathering
market information than smaller operators. This would indicate that the
more important features of the country feedlot sales program for larger
operators are guaranteed payment, and the lower time and effort spent in
marketing. Feedlot size was found to be not significantly related to the
respondent's overall opinion of the program. These correlations can be
found in tables 5, 10 and 20, and will be treated in greater detail in the
discussion of questions 6, 8, and 16.
It was also found that larger operators marketed a lower percentage
of their cattle through the program, but this will be explained in the
discussion of question 5.
Question 5 asked the members how many cattle they planned to market
through the program in 1978. It was found that, statewide, the 244 country
feedlot sales program members who responded to this question planned to
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market an average of 240.83 cattle each through the program. In the east^
the average was 245.08 cattle per member; in the west, the average was
235,91, The range was from 0 to 2000, Assuming this sample is representa
tive of the entire state, the 2780 country feedlot sales program members
should market 669,500 cattle through the program in 1978. This differs
from the projection of 338,000 cattle to be marketed in 1978 made in
Chapter III, based on actual marketings for the first half of 1978.
Comparing responses to "number of cattle planned to feed in 1978" with
"number of cattle planned to be marketed through the program in 1978" we
find that state wide, each member plans to market 87.08% of the cattle he
feeds through the country feedlot sales program on the average. In the
east, this statistic was 94.32%, and In the west. It was 80.15%. These
statistics reflect the policies of the two sales agencies regarding
commitment of cattle to the program which were discussed in Chapter III.
The correlations between percentage of cattle marketed through the
program and responses to other questions were tested, with some interesting
results. Length of membership was not significantly related to the per
centage of cattle marketed through the program. It might be expected that
the longer a cattle feeder remained in the program, the higher the per
centage of his cattle he would market through the program. This, however,
proved not to be the case.
It was also found that larger operators tended to market a lower per
centage of their cattle through the program than smaller operators. The
coefficient of correlation between percentage of cattle marketed through
the program and "number of cattle planned to feed in 1978" was -0.279
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state wide. This statistic was -0.326 in the west, where variations in
percentages of cattle marketed through the program take on more meaning,
as the members are not required to market all their cattle through the
program.
Those respondents who marketed a higher percentage of their cattle
through the program gave higher ratings to all seirvices provided by the
program than those who marketed lower percentages of their cattle through
the program. Also, there was a positive relationship between the
percentage of cattle marketed through the program and the respondent's
overall opinion of the program.
An artificial variable was created to separate the respondents into
two groups - those who marketed all or nearly all of their cattle through
the program and those who did not. This variable was more strongly
related to the results of some questions than the "percentage of cattle
marketed through the program" variable, although the nature of the
relationships (positive or negative) were the same. This "dummy" variable
was more strongly related to the importance attached to the guaranteed
pa3nnent and market advice services than the "percentage marketed through
the program" variable. These correlation coefficients can be found in
tables 5, 10, and 20, and will be discussed with questions 6, 8, and 16.
Questions 6 through 10 were designed to determine the importance
members attached to various services and problems of the country feedlot
sales program. On each question, a number of answers were provided, and the
respondent was asked to rate each answer according to its importance to
him. Arating of "4" given by the respondent to a certain answer signified
"I consider this answer very important;" a rating of "3" meant "I consider
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this answer quite important;" and so on down to "0," which meant "I
consider this answer to be of no importance." Each answer was treated as
a separate variable in this analysis of the survey. Some of the answers
to questions 6 through 10 have been alluded to previously.
Question 6 asked the members to rate various reasons for belonging
to the program, according to their importance, on the 0 to 4 scale. Their
ratings, listed in descending order (statewide), are given in table 4.
This question was intended to determine the program*s stronger selling
points and to give us a better general idea of what the members expect and
desire from the program.
Rankings were similar in the east and the west except for the fact
that "higher price" received the highest rating in the east. It Is sig
nificant that "greater selection of marketing outlets was ranked higher
In the state as a whole than "higher price." One might assime that "higher
price" was the primary. If not the only, reason cattle feeders participated
in the country feedlot sales program, and that the other reasons were
merely contributing factors to the procurement of a higher price. This,
however, appears not to be the opinion of the members.
A possible explanation for this ranking is that program members may
not actually receive a higher price for their cattle on each individual
marketing. However, the country feedlot sales program may reduce the
numbers of cattle which are sold for a price below the prevailing market
price. Thus, the higher price received by program members may become
evident only In the long run, as "below the market" marketings are reduced
67
Table 4. Members ratings' of importance of various reasons for
participation in the country feedlot sales program
Question: "Why do you participate in the country feedlot
sales program?"
Response
1. I have a greater selection of
marketing outlets with the program.
2. I get a higher price for my cattle
than I could with other marketing
methods.
3. I am guaranteed payment on my cattle,
4. It saves me time and effort.
5. The cooperative marketing concept
with its higher volume, improves
the bargaining position of each
feeder.
6. I get marketing advice from the
feedlot representative (when and
where to sell, etc.).
7. I get marketing information from
the feedlot rep^'""^ntatlve.
State
3.224
3.099
3.000
2.762
2.739
2.529
2.375
Mean Ratings
East West
3.210 3.239
3.246 2.948
3.014 2.985
2.920 2.600
2.797 2.679
2.594 2.463
2.333 2.418
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or eliminated. The survey of sales representatives, which will be
discussed later In this chapter, lends support to this explanation.
Several sales representatives mentioned "avoid selling under the market"
as one of the greatest advantages of the program for cattle feeders.
The high ranking of "guaranteed payment" in question 6 is also note
worthy; it shows that the threat of non-payment remains very real to cattle
feeders despite the recent amendments to the Packers and Stockyards Act.
Guaranteed payment appears to be one of the major selling points of the
program.
These responses to question 6 were correlated with the answers to
questions 2, 3, and A, to determine if any relationships existed between
these ratings and number of years feeding cattle, length of membership,
feedlot size. Also, the responses were correlated with variables concerning
percentage of cattle marketed through the program, which were determined
from the responses to questions 4 and 5. These correlation coefficients
have been mentioned in the discussions of questions 3, 4, and 5, and are
presented in Table 3. Variable A signifies a variable created by dividing
the response to question 5 by the response to question 4 to determine per
centage of cattle marketed through the program; variable B signifies a
variable whose value was 1.0 when Variable A was greater than 0.9799, and
whose value 0.0 when Variable A was less than or equal to 0.9799. In
other words, if a respondent indicated that he marketed more than 97.99
percent of his cattle through the program, then Variable B was equal to
1.0 for that respondent. If the respondent indicated that he marketed
less than 97.99 percent of his cattle through the program, then Variable
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B took on a value of 0.0.
The correlations of the responses to question 6 with the responses
to questions 2, and A were mentioned in the discussions of questions
2, 3, and 4, and will be summarized here.
The correlation coefficients between "years feeding cattle' and the
ratings of the various reasons for belonging to the program were small,
but are listed in order to show whether they were positive or negative.
These correlations showed that the longer the respondent has been feeding
cattle, the higher "guaranteed payment" and "cooperative marketing" were
rated as reasons for belonging to the program. The relationships between
the importance attached to other reasons for belonging to the program and
years feeding cattle were negative. However, as mentioned in the
discussion of question 2, the longer the respondent had been feeding
cattle, the lower his answers and ratings tended to be throughout the
survey.
The correlations between "length of membership" and the various
reasons for belonging to the program indicate that the longer a cattle
feeder has been a country feedlot sales program member, the more
importance he places upon "guaranteed payment," "cooperative marketing,"
and marketing information and advice." Also, the longer the respondents
had been members, the less importance they placed upon the increased
number of marketing outlets the program provides and the time and effort
the program saves.
The correlations between feedlot size and the various reasons for
belonging to the program indicated that larger operations rated all
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features of the country feedlot sales program lower than did smaller
operations. These correlations were least negative for the responses
"guaranteed payment" and "time and effort saved," indicating that, for
larger operators, these may be the program's major attributes.
The correlations between the various reasons for belonging to the
program and percentage of cattle marketed through the program indicated
that the higher the percentage of cattle marketed through the program,
the higher the respondent rated all reasons for belonging to the pro
gram. Variable A (percentage) was most strongly related to the ratings
of the answers "higher price," "marketing advice," and "the cooperative
marketing concept." Variable B (all or not all) was most strongly
related to the ratings of the answers "higher price," "guaranteed pay
ment," and "marketing advice." The answers to question 6 which are most
strongly correlated with variables A and B Indicate characteristics of
the program which officials should emphasize in encouraging members to
market more of their cattle through the program.
Respondents were given the opportunity to write in their own
answers to question 6 and rate them. The write-in responses are
summarized in Table 6. Care should be taken to attach the appropriate
level of importance to all write-in responses. On all questions where
write-in responses were permitted, only a small percentage of the 278
respondents wrote in their own responses.
Question 7 inquired about the influences which induced members to
join the program. This was done in an attempt to determine what methods
were useful in selling the program to non-members. The responses and
ratings are listed in Table 7.
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Table 6. Numbers and ratings of write-in responses concerning reasons
for participation in the country feedlot sales program
Comment
1, I know the price, the buyer, and
terms of sale before the cattle
leave the feedlot.
2, X get the best possible price, or
"the market" for my cattle.
3. X participate because I am dis
satisfied with the terminal markets,
4. I participate because I receive
prompt payment for my cattle as a
country feedlot sales program member
5. I participate because I couldn't get
enough buyers to come to my feedlot
before joining the country feedlot
sales program.
6. I am just trying out the program.
Rating
4
3
Other
4
Other
Number of
Responses
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Table 7, Members' ratings of the importance of various entities in
persuading them to join the country feedlot sales program
Question: '*Who or what was most important in persuading
you to join the country feedlot sales program?"
Response
Mean Ratings
State East West
1. Other feeder or feeders 2.280 2.181 2.383
2. Article in magazine or other
publication
3. Feedlot representative
1.192 1.152 1.233
1.664 1.812 1.511
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The ratings on this question Indicated that none of the answers pro
vided were extremely important in persuading people to join the program.
This may be due simply to the fact that the proper responses were simply
not provided. There was an unusually high number of write-in responses
to this question.
HoweverI the low ratings on this question could also, to a certain
degree, be due to the possibility that many members were not persuaded to
join the program, but convinced themselves to join or were eager to join
from the beginning. For that reason, they may have felt that none of the
answers provided were extremely important. The Farm Bureau leadership
maintains that a good deal of the country feedlot sales program's success
is due to the fact that the cattle feeders initiated the program, and the
results of this question would seem to support that contention.
We can conclude from this question that personal contact with
other cattle feeders (answer #1), is an important factor in selling the
program to new members in relation to the other answers. Also, the
response to answer number three indicates that either feedlot represen
tatives are not putting a great deal of effort into selling the program,
or that their potential for soliciting new members is not great. The
results of the sales representative survey, which will be presented later
in this chapter, indicate that at least the former Is correct.
Write-in responses to question 7 are listed in Table 8, Some
respondents commented more than once.
Question 8 asked the members to rate the services of the feedlot
representative according to their importance. This question was asked in
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Table 8. Numbers and ratings of write-in responses concerning entities
who persuaded members to join the country feedlot sales program
Comment Rating Number.of
Besponses
1. I was (am) a Farm Bureau leader or an 4 27
organizer of the country feedlot sales 3 4
program. 2 1
0 1
2. I have strong ties with the Farm 4 9
Bureau, and joined to support a 3 1
Farm Bureau program. 2 1
3. The merits of the program were
always evident to me. 4 30
4. A Farm Bureau field man or an 4 13
organizational meeting persuaded me 3 3
to join, 2 3
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order to determine what services the members consider most valuable. In
hopes that this Information would be useful to officials of the program,
and that it would improve our understanding of what cattle feeders desire
from the program. The answers and ratings to Question 8, listed in
descending order, are given in Table 9.
The results of this question indicate that the primary responsibility
of the sales representative is, in the minds of the cattle feeders, to
sell cattle. The services of providing marketing information and advice
received significantly lower ratings than the services of bringing buyers
to the feedlot and negotiating with the buyers. The services of providing
market information and advice also received low ratings; however, one
should not assume from this that market information and advice are
unimportant to cattle feeders. On both questions 6 and 8, market
information and advice received ratings above 2, and on the 0 to 4 scale,
a "2" translates into "Important." The results of question 9 will also
emphasize the importance of market information and advice to cattle
feeders.
The ratings to the answers on question 8 were correlated with the
results of questions 2, 3, and A, and the two variables representing
"proportion of cattle marketed through the program" (variables A and B).
The correlation coefficients are presented in table 10.
As with the other questions, respondents who had been feeding cattle
longer rated all the answers slightly lower. This effect was more
pronounced in variables 2(negotiating with buyers) and 5 (supplying market
information). Possibly those who have been feeding cattle longer feel
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Table 9. Members' ratings of the importance of various services performed
by the sales (feedlot) repres.entative
Question: "Mark these services of the feedlot representative
according to their importance to you."
Response
1. Getting buyers to the feedlot.
2. Negotiating with the buyers.
3. Supplying marketing advice,
4. Visiting the feedlot to keep track
of the progress of the cattle and
determine when they are ready to
market.
5. Supplying marketing information.
State
3.471
3.316
2.643
2.390
2.199
East
3.489
3.396
2.683
2.504
2.187
West
3.451
3.233
2.602
2.271
2.211
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better able to negotiate with buyers than those with less cattle feeding
experience, and therefore place less Importance on this service of the sales
representative. Similarly, experienced cattle feeders may feel better able
to assimilate market information, and therefore place less importance on
the sales representative's assistance in this area.
In contrast to the effect of cattle feeding experience, the effects of
longtime membership in the program cause feeders to place relatively more
importance on the services of supplying market information and advice.
Operators of larger feedlots consistently gave lower ratings to all
questions; this was especially true with the services of negotiating with
cattle buyers, bringing buyers to the feedlot, and supplying maretlng
advice. Owners of large cattle operations understandably encounter less
difficulty in attracting buyers, and apparently feel less need for the
Information, advice, and negotiating services of the program. This supports
the conclusion, postulated earlier, that the strongest points of the program
for large cattle feeders are the time and effort the program saves them and
the guaranteed payment feature.
Question 9 tested members' reactions to the possible addition of new
services to the program. Members were asked to give high ratings to
services they would like to see added, and low ratings to services they
would not want to see added.
The services suggested in Question 9, listed in descending order of
the ratings they received, are given in Table 11.
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Table 11. Members' ratings of the Importance of adding various new
services to the country feedlot sales program
Question: "What additional services would you like to see
provided by the country feedlot sales program?"
Response
1. Providing regular outlook infor
mation.
2. Providing training sessions on
marketing strategies.
3. Assist in purchasing feeder cattle.
A. Providing training sessions on
quality and yield grading.
5. Providing training sessions on
cattle feeding methods.
6. Providing training sessions on
health and disease control.
State East West
2.722 2.759 2.686
2.337 2.205 2.386
1.930 2.008 1.857
1.875 1.872 1,879
1.388 1.368 1.A07
1.385 1.323 1.443
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Few of these possible additional services received high ratings. The
ones that did receive ratings above 2 dealt with market information and
marketing strategy. This fact, combined with the results of questions 6
and 8, lead to the following conclusion; While cattle feeders rate other
services higher in importance, market information and advice are never
theless important to them. However, members want their feedlot sales
representatives to concentrate on selling their cattle, rather than to be
concerned about providing market Information. If the program does pro
vide market and outlook information it should come from a source other
than the feedlot representative.
One comment made by producers was that many of the services men
tioned in question 9 are already provided by other agencies such as the
cooperative extension service and the Farm Bureau's BIG (Beef Improvement
Corporation) program.
Write-in comments, their frequencies, and their ratings are listed
in Table 12.
Question 10 asked what problems, if any, country feedlot sales pro
gram members had experienced with the program. Again, the purpose of this
question was to improve our understanding of this marketing program and
to gather information useful to the program's leadership. The answers
and ratings are listed in Table ,13 in descending order. If the respondent
felt an answer was a very important problem, he was asked to give it a high
rating; if he did not feel the answer was a serious problem he was asked
to give the answer a low rating.
The important differences between the east and the west on question
9 were that feeder control over the association is a bigger concern in the
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Table 12. Numbers and ratings of write-in responses concerning the addition
of new services to the country feedlot sales program
Comment Ratine Number of
Responses
Most of these services are covered by 4 4
extension or another agency. 3
Should provide members with the number
of cattle marketed through the program
per week, month, and/or year. 4 3
Provide members with number of packers
marketed to each week, month, and/or year. 2 2
This program is and should be a marketing
tool; other services are unnecessary. - 2
Provide members with the expected number of
cattle to be marketed in the next three
months. _ ^
Program should move into hog marketing. — 1
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Table 13. Members' ratings of Che Importance of various possible
problems of Che country feedlot sales program
Question: 'Vhich of the following are problems of the country
feedlot sales program?"
Response State East West
1. Communication between producer and sales
representative. 2.068 1.883 2,264
2. Some buyers don't cooperate. 1.811 1,814 1.808
3. Feeders don't have enough control
over the associations. 1.273 1.131 1.423
4. There is nothing to prevent feeders from
dropping in and out of the program. 1.176 1.241 1.108
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west, as Is communication between producers and sales representatives.
However, the low ratings on this question indicate that none of the prob
lems are extremely serious. Despite complaints on the operation of the
program, Answer 3 received a surprisingly low rating.
Comments on question 10, their ratings, and their frequencies are
found on Table 14 . The relationship of sales representative performance
to member satisfaction and the overall success of the program was evidenced
by many of the responses to this survey» Many of the problems experienced
by members relate to the activities of the sales representative. Interest-
ingly, the six respondents who wrote in that their representative was not
doing an adequate job were all from different associations.
Question 11 asked whether or not members felt that the contract they
signed should be made more rigid. Specifically, the question asked if the
duration of the contract should be extended beyond 60 days to discourage
feeders from dropping in and out of the program. The results are found
on Table 15 .
The majority of members in both the east and the west did not favor
this change in the contract. Opposition to change was less strong in the
west, and possibly because there is more room for toughening the contract
in the west.
Question 12 was asked in order to determine the degree and nature
of opposition to the country feedlot sales program. The question asked
whether anyone had urged the respondent not to join the program. 270
members responded to this question. The results are shown in Table 16
86
Table 14, Numbers and ratings of write-in responses concerning problems
of the country feedlot sales program
Coimnent
Feedlot sales representative is not
doing an adequate job.
The commission is too high; or profits
from the program should be returned to
members; or sales program profits are
being used to support other enterprises
of the sales agency.
I have had to haul my cattle further
than 1 want.
Rating
Members get out of touch with the cattle 4
buyers. 3
Most problems can be solved between
marketing council and feedlot represen
tatives.
Marketing council members are not aware
of the problems that exist in their
association.
Number of
Responses
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Table 15. Percentages of members who favor and oppose lengthening the
term of the marketing agreement
Response
Question: "In order to discourage feeders from dropping in and
and out of the program, should the marketing
agreement be changed to last longer than 60 days?"
State East West
Yes 10,.075% 10,
00
9.701%
No 64..552% 70,.149% 58.955%
Indifferent 25..373% 19..403% 31.343%
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Table 16. Number of members who have been urged not to participate in
the country feedlot sales program by various entities
Question: "Has anyone urged you not to be a member of
the country feedlot sales program?"
Response Number of Responses
State West East
Cattle buyer 28 14 U
Cattle feeders 7 5 2
Cattle feeders who are or were
dissatisfied program members 2 1 1
Terminal market commission men 4 1 3
Sale bam personnel 6 6
National Farmers Organization 1 1
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(the number after each occupation listed indicates the number of re
spondents who had been urged not to join by someone of that occupation).
Statewide, 45 or 16.7% of the 270 respondents indicated that some
person or organization had urged tham not to join the country feedlot
sales program. Twenty-six of these respondents were from the east and
19 were from the west. This result was quite enlightening as we might
have expected more severe opposition to the program.
The fact that only 16.7% of the program's members have, at any time,
been advised not to join the program indicates that opposition to the
program should not be of extreme concern to program officials. This is
also an Indication of a high degree of acceptance by cattle buyers of
the country feedlot sales program (while also indicating a healthy amount
of antagonism from the buyers, hopefully due to the increased bargaining
power of the sales representatives and the increased competition for
cattle).
Question 13 asked members to rate the importance of their marketing
council in determining the policies and activities of their association.
The results are found in Table 17. Twenty-nine members responded that
they did not know or that their association was too new for them to ex
press an opinion.
By placing the responses on a numerical scale, i.e.. Very Important «
1, Important * 2, Very Little Importance - 3, Not Important * 4, we find
the average rating of the importance of the marketing council was 1.686
(between important and very important) statewide, 1.691 in the east, and
1.681 in the west. These results clearly show that the country feedlot
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Table 17. Percentages of members attaching different levels of Influence
to their marketing councils
Question: "How important is your marketing council in
determining the policies and activities of
your association?"
Percentage of responses
Response in each category
State East West
Very important 43.644 42.500 44.828
Important 44.915 46.667 43.103
Very little importance 10.592 10.000 11.207
No importance 0.847 0.833 0.862
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sales program members feel that their marketing councils are able to
determine and control the policies and activities of their association.
Based on the high level of association non-identification in the
east discovered in the results of question 1, it was felt that attitudes
towards the marketing councils might differ significantly between the
east and the west. Despite the apparently similar rankings of the mar
keting council in the east and west, an interesting difference in eastern
and western attitudes toward the marketing council was discovered.
The relationship between the importance attached to the marketing
council and the responses to question 16, which asked about the respon
dent's overall opinion of the program, was tested. This was done to
determine whether the confidence a member placed in his marketing coun
cil was related to his overall satisfaction with the program. The co
efficient of correlation between the results of these two questions was
0.208 on a statewide basis. Interestingly, however, this relationship was
solely the result of a strong relationship in the west (See Table 19).
Isolating the western respondents, the coefficient of correlation be
tween these two variables was 0.413. In the east, this statistic was
only -0.016. Thus, while the eastern and western respondents indicated
similar confidence in the influence of their marketing councils, only
in the west was this confidence related to the respondent's overall
opinion of the program. This result coincides with part of the conclu
sion postulated in the discussion of question 1: that eastern members
are less concerned about the role of their marketing councils than are
western members.
92
Questions 14 and 15 were asked in order to get an idea of the de
gree to which the country feedlot sales program has increased competition
for the member's cattle. Question 14 asked how many buyers the member
was able to get to bid on his cattle before joining the program, and
question 15 asked how many buyers the member was able to get to bid on
his cattle after joining the program. The mean answers, and the percent
age increase in number of buyers, are given in Table 18.
These figures indicate a significant increase in the competition for
the cattle of feeders who join the country feedlot sales program. Also,
these figures indicate that the country feedlot sales program has had a
similar degree of success in terms of increasing competition in both the
east and the west.
Of the 215 respondents who answered both questions 14 and 15, 180
or 83.72% indicated that they were able to get more buyers after joining
the program. The average increase in number of buyers after joining the
program was 69.88%, Judging from the results of this question, the
country feedlot sales program has encountered a good deal of success in
increasing competition for member's cattle.
The responses to "number of buyers before joining" and "number of
buyers after joining" were combined to create two artificial variables.
The first was created by subtracting "number of buyers before joining"
from "number of buyers after joining", and the second was created by
dividing "buyers after joining" by "buyers before joining". Thus, the
first variable is a measure of absolute change in buyer numbers, while
the second is a measure of relative change in buyer numbers. These
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Table 18. Mean numbers of and percentage increase in cattle buyers
members were able to get to bid on their cattle before and
after joining the country feedlot sales program
Question Mean Response
State East West
Question 14. How many buyers were you
able to get to bid on your cattle before
joining the country feedlot sales
program? 2.2669 2,1445 2.3943
Question 15, How many buyers are
you able to get to bid on your cattle
as a member of the country feedlot sales
program? 3,8509 3.7051 4,0018
Percent increase 69,88 72.77 67.14
94
variables, both of which are indicators of the program's effectiveness
in increasing competition, were correlated with responses to question 16,
which inquired about the respondent's overall opinion of the country
feedlot sales program. The purpose of performing these correlations was
to determine whether the increase in competition perceived by the
respondent was closely related to his overall opinion of the program.
A positive correlation was found to exist between these variables,
especially in the west (see Table 20). These results do not necessarily
indicate that an increase in the number of buyers bidding on cattle
means less to eastern cattle feeders than it does to western cattle
feeders. These results do indicate that the increase in the number of
buyers is less of a controlling factor in the members' overall opinion
of the program in the east than in the west. This may mean that other
factors, such as the feedlot representative's ability to give marketing
advice and negotiate with buyers, may have a more powerful influence over
the members' satisfaction in the east than in the west.
One comment which came up frequently regarding this question was
that the fact that the sales representative brought a large number of
buyers to the feedlot was less important that the fact that the feedlot
representative brought the right buyers, who were interested in the
particular type of cattle the feeder had to sell.
The last question of the survey asked for the respondents' overall
opinions of the country feedlot sales program, in terms of their
expectations regarding the program. The results of this question
(question 16) are given in Table 19.
If the answers are placed on a numerical scale such that "exceeds
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Table 19. Percentages of members having different overall opinions of
the country feedlot sales program
Question: "What Is your overall opinion of the country
feedlot sales program?
Response
Percentage of
respondents
State East West
The program exceeds my expectations 27..612 28..148 27..068
The program is just what I expected 60.,448 62..222 58..647
The program doesn't meet my expectations 11,,940 9..630 14..286
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my expectations" - 1, "just what I expected" = 2, and "doesn't meet my
expectations" = 3, the average statewide response was 1.843.
Correlation coefficients were determined between the responses to
question 2 through 5, 13 through 15; and question 16. These correlations
show the degree to which various factors are related to the cattle feeders'
overall opinions of the country feedlot sales program, and should be of
particular interest to program officials. These correlation coefficients
are given in Table 20.
Years feeding cattle, length of membership, and feedlot size were
all negatively related to the respondents' overall opinions of the program
(the only exception being feedlot size in the eastern associations, which
was positively related to overall opinion). However, it should be noted
that the correlations involving these three factors are relatively small;
therefore these factors should not be considered important determinants
of overall opinion.
Proportion of cattle marketed through the country feedlot sales
program (Variables A and B) was positively related to overall opinion
of the program, especially in the west. This indicates that program
officials, by doing a better job of satisfying program members, should
be able to increase the proportion and thus the absolute number, of cattle
marketed through the program by present members.
This action should be particularly effective in the west for three
reasons; first, the correlation coefficients between proportion of cattle
marketed through the program and overall opinions were over twice as
great in the west; second, a significantly lower proportion of cattle are
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Table 20. Correlation coefficients between members' responses to
various questions and their overall opinions of the
country feedlot sales program
The upper number is the correlation coefficient; the lower
number is the statistical probability of arriving at a
correlation coefficient of greater absolute value than the
one given, through sampling error, under the hypothesis
that the actual correlation coefficient is zero.
Factor
Tears feeding cattle (Question 2)
Length of membership (Question 3)
Feedlot size (Question 4)
Percentage of cattle marketed through
the program (Response to Question 5 +
response to Question 4; Variable A)
All or not all cattle marketed through
the program (Variable B)
Importance attached to marketing council
(Question 13)
Absolute change in buyer numbers (Response
to Question 15 - Response to Question 14)
Relative change in buyer numbers (Response
to Question 15 * Response to Question 14)
Correlation Coefficients
With Response To
Question 16^
State
-0.04254
(0.4896)
-0.07865
(0.2019)
-0.02784
(0.6556)
0.29190
(0.0001)
0.22423
(0.0006)
0.20799
(0.0014)
0.29136
(0.0001)
0.30744
(0.0001)
East
-0.04053
(0.6420)
-0.10486
(0.2279)
0.08218
(0.3488)
0.18684
(0.0369)
0.14481
(0.1071)
-0.01611
(0.8625)
0.16662
(0.0819)
0.17195
(0.0738)
West
-0.04710
(0.5917)
-0.06801
(0.4402)
-0.0570G
(0.5240)
0.37976
(0.0001)
0.29316
(0.0022)
0.41277
(0.0001)
0.39105
(0.0001)
0.43690
(0.0001)
^Signs on correlation coefficients have been adjusted to show the
true relationships of the variables; that is, a positive correlation
coefficient indicates that the higher the value of the factor, the better
the opinion of the sales program.
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marketed through the program in the west than in the east, which makes
greater gains possible in the west; and third, members* overall opinions
of the program are somewhat lower in the west, leaving more room for
improvement in this area. These conclusions should be useful to program
officials who are considering changing the western contract to match the
eastern contract in requiring total commitment of cattle to the program.
The results of this study indicate that an increase in the proportion
of cattle marketed through the program in the west can be effected with
out the necessity of altering .the contract.
The importance attached to the marketing council was positively
related to overall opinion in the west, but this relationship was almost
totally absent (and negative) in the east. The difference in the eastern
and western relationships has been treated in the discussion of question
13, The strong relationship in the west indicates that program officials
can make significant gains in member satisfaction by taking steps to in
crease members' confidence in the importance and influence of their
marketing councils.
Absolute and relative changes in buyer numbers were found to be
positively related to respondents' overall opinions of the program.
The facts that respondents rated "increased marketing outlets" as their
most important reason for belonging to the progran, and that "getting buy
ers to the feedlot" was rated the most important service of the feedlot
representatives, confirm this result.
This relationship again was stronger in the west than in the east.
Based on these results, program officials and sales representatives, by
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demonstrating the increased number of buyers the program can offer,
should be able to raise cattle feeders' opinions of the program.
The final items studied in this survey were the comments members
made at the end or at other points in the survey. Comments were classi
fied into twenty-five different categories. The 25 comments and their
frequencies are listed in Table 21. A breakdown of the results of this
survey by state, sales agency, and individual association is found in
Appendix III.
The Survey of Country Feedlot Sales Program
Sales Representatives
The survey of country feedlot sales program sales representatives
was conducted in May and June of 1978. Seventeen sales representatives
(or other sales agency employees who had acted at some time as sales
respresentatives) received surveys, and ten replied for a return of
58.8%. This survey was designed to complement the country feedlot sales
program member survey by making it possible to compare the opinions of
members and sales representatives on the same questions. Other questions
inquired about the operation of the program, number of buyers the sales
representatives had contacts with, cooperation between associations,
and solicitation of new members.
In order to preserve the anonymity of the sales representatives, the
specific association of the respondent was not identified. Therefore, it
was not possible to compare members* opinions and sales representatives'
opinions within a given association.
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A copy of the survey appears in Appendix IV,
Question 1 of the survey asked sales representatives for the average
number of miles they traveled per month. The ten respondents averaged
3760 miles of travel per month; the range was from 1050*6000 miles.
The sales representatives were asked to rate various services they
performed according to their importance (question 2). This question was
comparable to question 8 of the membership survey, which asked members to
rate the same services according to their importance. The ratings given
to these services by the sales representatives and by the members are
given in Table 22, in descending order of the ratings given by the sales
representatives.
The responses to this question show a striking contrast between the
members* opinions and the sales representatives* opinions on the impor
tance of different services. The sales representatives felt that the most
important service they performed was the gathering of market information,
while the members felt that this was the feedlot representative's least
important service. A possible explanation for this difference of
opinion is that sales representatives make use of a great deal of market
information in the performance of their duties, but pass on to the cattle
feeder only the most pertinent information. The cattle feeders may feel
that the Infomatlon they receive from the sales representative Is not
crucial. Thus, the members and the sales representatives may have been
analyzing this service differently; the members evaluating the importance
of this Information to themselves, and the sales representatives evalu
ating the importance of this information to their own performance.
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Table 22, Sales representatives* and members' ratings of the Importance
of services performed by the sales representatives
Sales
Response Representatives' Members* Members*
Rating Rating Ranking
1. Gathering marketing Information 3.800 2.199 5
2. Negotiating with cattle buyers 3.600 3.316 2
3. Supplying marketing advice to
the feeder 3.500 2.643 3
4. Getting buyers to the farms 3.300 3.471 1
5. Visiting the feedlot to keep
track of the cattle*s progress
and determining when they are
ready to market 3.000 2.390 4
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Members and sales representatives placed the same services In the
second and third rankings, but the sales representatives* fourth-ranked
service, "Getting buyers to the farm" was ranked number I by the members.
Visiting of the feedlots by the sales representatives was considered to
be of lesser Importance by both members and sales representatives.
Question 3 asked the sales representatives to rate various advantages
of the program to the members according to their Importance. This
question was comparable to question 6 of the membership survey, which
asked members to rate the various reasons they participated In the program
according to their importance. The answers provided for question 3 of
the sales representative survey and question 6 of the membership survey
were identical, except that the answer "I get a higher price for my
cattle" was not Included on the sales representative survey. While we
wanted to know whether cattle feeders felt they received a higher price
as a result of their membership, it was felt that the sales representatives
might feel obliged to say cattle feeders receive higher prices, whether
or not this actually was the case. The ratings given by sales
representatives and members to various attributes of the program are
shown in Table 23.
Again, there were significant differences between the ratings given
by the sales representatives and the ratings given by the members. The
ratings of marketing information and advice, and the importance of the
cooperative marketing concept, were the areas of greatest discrepancy
between the two surveys. It is possible that cattle feeders underestimate
the importance of these aspects of the program; however, it is Important
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Table 23. Sales representatives* and members* ratings of the importance
of various attributes of the country feedlot sales program
Sales
Response Representatives' Members* Members'
Rating Rating Ranking
1. The cooperative marketing
concept, with its higher
volume, strengthens the
bargaining position of
each feeder 3.800 2,739 5
2. The cattle feeder gets
marketing advice from the
sales representative (when
and where to sell, etc.) 3.700 2.529 6
3. The cattle feeder has a
greater selection of
marketing outlets with
the program 3-500 3.224 1
4. The cattle feeder gets
market information from
the sales representative 3.400 2.375 7
5. The cattle feeder is
guaranteed payment 3.200 3.000 3
6. It saves the cattle feeder
time and effort 2.900 2.762 4
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for feedlot representatives and other program officials to be aware of the
opinions of the cattle feeders. The fact that the sales representatives
consider high volume and the resulting Improvement In bargaining power to
be the most Important attributes of the program Is noteworthy, as the
sales representatives may be In a better position to evaluate the
Importance of high volume in improving their bargaining position.
Individual comments written in by sales representatives Included
"This allows the small feeder to get as good prices as the large feeder,"
"avoid selling under the market," and "cattle feeders who are honest and
feed their cattle properly only need a few buyers; other cattle feeders
need 5-10 buyers,"
Question 4 was roughly similar to Question 10 of the membership
survey, which asl^d about the problems of the country feedlot sales
program. The results of these questions are found in Table 24. The
question was worded differently on the two surveys, which may explain
the higher ratings on the sales representative survey.
The answer "Certain cattle feeders should do a better job of feeding
their cattle" on the sales representative survey was substituted for
"Feeders don't have enough control over the association," which appeared
on the membership survey. Some sales representatives had earlier
described improper cattle feeding as a problem, so It was included In the
survey, but the sales representatives' opinions on the control of the
association were not judged to be of extreme importance. On the other
answers, rankings were similar.
Five respondents wrote in comments about problems of the program.
Three wanted the program to give the sales representatives more control
over the marketing of cattle In terms of timing of sales and pricing. One
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Table 24. Sales representatives* and members' ratings of the Importance
of possible deficiencies of the country feedlot sales program
Response
1. Comnunlcatlon between
cattle feeder and sales
representative
2. Cooperation of certain
cattle buyers
3. There is nothing to
prevent cattle feeders
from dropping In and
out of the program
4. Certain cattle feeders
should do a better job
of feeding their cattle
Sales
Reoresentatlves'
Rating
2.700
2.400
2.200
2.100
Members *
Rating
2.068
1.811
1.176
Members'
Ranking
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sales representative in the west wanted Producers Commission Association
to require a 100 percent commitment of the members' cattle to the program,
as IPLA does in the east. Another representative simply felt that more
cattle would be beneficial to the program, and one complained that the
sales representatives do not receive adequate help from the sales agency
in terras of promotion of the program, advertising, and assistance in
general.
Question 5, which asked whether the duration of the contract should
be lengthened, corresponded with Question 11 on the membership survey.
Eight of the sales representatives felt the duration of the contract
should not be changed, as did 64.6 percent of the members, while two of
the sales representatives felt the duration of the contract should be
extended, compared with 10.1 percent of the members (the remaining 25.4
percent of the members were indifferent). We had anticipated that sales
representatives might favor the idea of making the contract more rigid,
since they Indicated a desire for greater control over marketing and
commitment of the membership. This, however, did not prove to be the case.
Sales representatives were asked how many buyers they contacted.
The purpose of this question was to help us get a better idea of the
sales representatives' methods of operation, and to help establish the
level of competition which they can provide their members. The responses
to this question were compared with responses to question 14 of the member
ship survey, which asked members how many buyers they were able to get to
bid on a given set of cattle.
The number of buyers contacted by the sales representatives averaged
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13.6; the range was from 8 to 25. This number is considerably larger
than the number of buyers that members indicated they could get through
the program, but this was expected as the sales representative contacts
a larger number of buyers than he ever needs to bring to a specific feed-
lot.
The second part of Question 6 asked whether or not the feedlot rep
resentatives contacted sales representatives in other associations to help
market cattle. This was an attempt to determine whether the country feed-
lot sales program is evolving Into a group of Isolated associations, or
into a closely coordinated statewide marketing organization. It was felt
that cooperation of this type could make the program more effective> by
Increasing the number of market outlets available, and by helping to
market specialty lots (such as Holsteln steers). All sales representa
tives who responded to the survey said they did contact other sales
representatives; five said they did so often, and five said they did so
occasionally.
The sales representatives were asked if they felt that the program
should encourage this type of between-associatlon cooperation (Question
7). Seven representatives said that this type of cooperation should be
encouraged, two felt that this type of cooperation evolves by itself and
needs no extra encouragement, and one felt that this type of cooperation
should be discouraged (but did not explain his response).
Question 8 asked about the level of opposition to the country feed-
lot sales program. Three respondents felt that there was more opposition
than what they expected, five said there was about as much opposition as
Ill
they expected, and Cwo said there was less opposition than they expected.
Thus, in total, the sales representatives encountered slightly more
opposition than they expected. Apparently, the level of opposition to
the country feedlot sales program varies from area to area.
Question 9 asked what the sources of opposition to the country
feedlot sales program were, as did Question 12 of the membership survey.
All respondents to the feedlot representative survey cited some sources
of opposition to the program. Seven of the ten respondents indicated
that packer buyers, to various extents, opposed or disliked the country
feedlot sales program.
One respondent said opposition came from "a very few packer buyers,"
while another said "most buyers dislike the program." While the
difference between "dislike"'and "oppose" should be noted, this does
point out the different levels and sources of antagonism to the program
in different areas.
Another feedlot representative said that the fact that some buyers
had been in the area longer and knew the feeders better than the sales
representative had resulted in problems for him. One of the more
interesting comments was that buyer hostility was inversely related to
the number of cattle the sales representative had to show.
Other sources of opposition mentioned by the sales representatives
included farmer feeders (2 respondents), officers of the Iowa Cattlemen's
Association (1), sale barns (1), the National Farmers Organization and
other farm organizations(I), and "people who are anti—Farm Bureau" (1).
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The respondent who mentioned officers of the Iowa Cattlemen's Association
added that in one county they gave him "considerable opposition" and in
other counties they gave "real good cooperation."
Sales representatives were asked about the solicitation of new
members; i.e., who is and who should have this responsibility; and about
the amount of time the sales representative devotes to this task
(Question 11 and 12). This question was asked primarily to improve our
understanding of the operation of the country feedlot sales program, and
to help evaluate the program's success in soliciting new members.
Five of the sales representatives responded that the job of
soliciting new members is totally or almost totally left up to them. Of
these five, four felt that the council, program members, and/or the Farm
Bureau should be doing more to obtain new members. Four respondents
indicated that the council and other members gave the feedlot
representative considerable assistance in obtaining new members, and
none of these four disagreed with this method of operation. One
respondent said that the job of obtaining new members was totally up to
the council and program members.
When asked how much time they devoted to soliciting new members, the
respondents could be divided into two basic groups; those who actively
solicited new members, and those who did not. Four respondents indicated
they spend any slack time (when they were not busy with their other
duties) soliciting new members.
The remaining six respondents indicated they solicited new members
only when the prospective member was recommended to them by a council
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member or another program member. It should be noted that variations in
solicitation methods can be partially explained by the different
situations in different associations. In some associations, the
representatives have all the members they can service properly, in
others, new members are badly needed and desired. Remedying the former
situation may enable the program as a whole to increase its growth rate.
These results indicate some problems in the country feedlot sales
program*s methods of obtaining new members. Half of the sales
representatives indicated the job of solicitation was totally or almost
totally up to them, and of these, three said they solicited only when a
prospect was recommended to them by a member. Of the remaining five
respondents whose councils did part or all of the solicitation, again
three said they solicited only when a prospect was recommended to them.
Conditions such as these do not encourage rapid growth in membership.
This problem, along with a discussion of the other results of the
membership and feedlot representative surveys, will be discussed in the
following chapters.
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CHAPTER IV.
EVALUATION OF THE COUNTRY FEEDLOT SALES PROGRAM
Hypotheses Tested
In Chapter II, eight objectives of the country feedlot sales program
were laid out. These objectives were developed by the officials of the
program, including the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation and the two sales
agencies. From these objectives, we have developed a hjrpothetical list
of functions that the country feedlot sales program attempts to perform.
The intent of this chapter is to test the hypotheses that the country
feedlot sales program performs these functions, and to determine the
extent to which the program performs these functions. The hypotheses
which will be discussed are as follows:
Hypothesis 1; The country feedlot sales program has improved
the bargaining position of its members, has
improved the competition for its members'
cattle, and has expanded the range of potential
marketing outlets for its members.
Hypothesis 2: The country feedlot sales program has provided
improved marketing information and advice to
its members.
Hypothesis 3: The country sales program has guaranteed payment
to its members.
Hypothesis 4: The country feedlot sales program is controlled
and operated by cattle feeders to their own
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1:
From its structure and method of operation, we should expect that the
country feedlot sales program would improve the bargaining power of its
members. In a market situation which is characterized by a large number
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of small-volume sellers and few buyers, the country feedlot sales program
has enabled many of these sellers to join forces and thereby attain a
bargaining position comparable to that of the buyers. By virtue of the
large number of cattle he controls, and his Presumably superior
information and expertise, the sales representative is able to negotiate
more effectively with the buyer than is the typical cattle feeder.
As evidence that this is indeed the case, the survey of sales
representatives shows that improved bargaining power due to high volume
was considered by the sales representatives to be the single greatest
advantage of the sales program for its members. Over 10% of the state's
cattle (60% in some areas) are being marketed through the sales program,
which indicates that the sales representatives do control a large enough
number of cattle to bargain more effectively than individual cattle
feeders.
Although increased bargaining power was listed by the members as the
fifth most important attribute of the program of the seven listed, it
nevertheless received a rating of important - quite important from the
members. The members* two highest-rated attributes of the program
(Increased number of available marketing outlets and higher price
received) both attest to the increased bargaining power cattle feeders
enjoy as a result of membership in their country feedlot sales program.
The members' ratings of "higher price received" and "increased
marketing outlets" were also evidence that the country feedlot sales
program has improved competition for fed cattle and has expanded the range
of marketing opportunities for cattle feeders. More than eighty-three per
cent (83.72 percent) of the members who responded to the questions about
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buyer numbers indicated that the number of buyers they were able to get to
bid on their cattle increased after they joined the program. The number
of buyers members were able to get to bid on their cattle increased almost
70 percent as a result of their participation in the program. Results of
the sales representative survey showed that sales representatives, on the
average, each hadi contacts with 13.6 buyers. These facts provide over
whelming evidence that the country feedlot sales program has increased the
number of potential marketing outlets for its members' cattle, and gives
some evidence of increased competition.
The negative reactions of the packers and packer buyers also indicate
increased competition and the improved bargaining position of program
members. Over ten percent of the members indicated that cattle buyers had
attempted to persuade them not to belong to the country feedlot sales pro
gram. Sales representatives have also indicated varying levels of packer
antagonism. Apparently, this level of antagonism has not severely impaired
the program, but does indicate that packers are experiencing some effects
in terms of increased competition and the bargaining power of the cattle
feeders.^
In summary, the results of this study provide evidence that the country
1
Some members who did not notice an increase in buyer numbers felt
that this factor was overemphasized. These members felt that the number
of buyers visiting the feedlot was less important than obtaining the
right buyers, and that the sales representatives had performed well in
this respect.
2
The underlying assumption here is that packers desire less comneti-
tion, and that increased competition is an important reason packers object
to the program.
117
feedlot sales program has increased the bargaining power of its members,
has increased the competition for its members' cattle, and has increased
the number of potential marketing outlets for its members* cattle. For
these reasons, the country feedlot sales program appears to be an effective
slaughter cattle marketing technique which has been of great benefit to
Iowa cattle feeders.
Hypothesis 2:
In analyzing the increase in marketing information to country feedlot
sales program members, it should be noted that the information gathered by
the sales representative will be counted toward the acceptance of this
hypothesis, whether or not such information is actually passed on to the
members. This is because the members' knowledge of the information accumu
lated by the sales representative is not necessary for the sales represen
tative to do a better job of selling the cattle. Information gained by
the sales representative is beneficial to the members whether or not the
members are aware of all this information.
We have seen from the description and operation of the country feed-
lot sales program that the sales representative is able to spend more of
his time accumulating market information than is the typical individual
cattle feeder. Because the sales representative is usually an experienced
professional who spends all of his time marketing cattle, he is better
equipped than the typical cattle feeder to evaluate market information.
By passing information and advice on to cattle feeders, the sales repre
sentative improves the ability of the feeders to make informed marketing
decisions.
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Sales representatives surveyed considered "gathering market inforroa-
tion" to be the single most important service they provided to program
members. "Supplying marketing advice to the feeder" was ranked third in
importance by the sales representatives, but was still given a rating of
quite important to very important.
Members surveyed, however, ranked market information and advice as
their two least important reasons for belonging to the country feedlot
sales program. A possible explanation for this difference of opinion, as
mentioned in Chapter III, is simply that cattle feeders do not consider it
extremely important for the sales representative to pass his information
on to the members as long as he makes good use of the information himself.
Another possible interpretation of the low rankings of the importance
of marketing information and advice is that the members consider these
services important, but feel that the program is not doing an adequate
job of providing these services. This reasoning is strengthened by the
relatively high ratings received by "outlook information" and "marketing
strategies" as possible additional services. The conclusion reached here
and in Chapter III is that the members would like to see the program pro
vide more marketing information and advice, but would like to have this
additional information from a source other than the sales representative.
In summary, the country feedlot sales program has provided improved
marketing information and advice to its members, both directly and through
the information gathered and used only by the sales rooresentative. How
ever, program members would like to see the program provide training
sessions on irarketing strategies and outlook informatiou on a regular
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basis. The program members do not want their sales representatives to be
distracted from their other duties by these additional services, but rather
would have these services come from another source, such as the Farm Bureau
or the sales agency. So, in addition to providing a unique method of
marketing cattle, the country feedlot sales program also provides valuable
marketing information and advice.
Hypothesis 3;
Membership survey results show that cattle feeders consider guaranteed
payment to be an. important feature of the country feedlot sales program.
Although cattle feeders can obtain similar protection by marketing through
public markets, this program is the only direct marketing method which
guarantees payment.
Non-payment by a packer for cattle purchased from a country feedlot
sales program member is an event which has never occurred, up to the time
of this writing. Therefore, neither sales agancy has had occasion to dem
onstrate the validity of the guaranteed payment feature of its country
operations. This fact is partially due to the close watch the sales agencies
and their insurance companies keep on the financial situation of the various
packers.
IPLA has exercised its bonding protection on cattle which were marketed
through the Peoria terminal market. This bonding protection is identical
to that received by country feedlot sales program members. Therefore,
despite the absence of a case in which the country feedlot sales program's
guaranteed payment feature has been put to the test, we feel it is safe to
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assume that the country feedlot sales program will continue to provide guar
anteed payment to its members.
Hypothesis 4;
Through the innovation of the marketing council, country feedlot sales
program members make their voices heard on the affairs of the program. Al
though the official powers of the marketing council are few, the sales
agency is strongly influenced by the marketing council because of the sales,
agency's desire for the continued participation of the members. Therefore,
the degree of control exercised by the marketing council does not to date
appear to be a serious problem in the country feedlot sales program. Re
sults of the membership survey support this conclusion.
Program members surveyed felt that the marketing council was impor
tant to very important in detetnnining the policies of their association.
Further evidence of the importance of the marketing council is the fact
that although country marketing programs were started in Iowa in the late
1960's and early 1970's, none met with a great deal of success until
Siouxland, the first association to have a marketing council, was organized
in 1975,
The fact that 14.7 percent of the members (over 30% in some associa
tions) did not know the correct name of their association indicates that in
some areas there may be problems with members identifying with their asso-
ci^tions and with their marketing councils. This problem was mostly con
fined to the eastern associations, and it is a problem that should be met
by program officials.
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Sales representatives who were surveyed expressed a desire for more
control over day-to-day marketing transactions. This would give the sales
representative greater bargaining power, increase his credibility with
cattle buyers, and thereby increase his confidence in negotiating with
cattle buyers. However, it is doubtful that program members as a whole
will willingly relinquish the right to make the final decision in the sale
of their cattle. Giving up this right would, in a sense, conflict with
the program's objectivje of allowing members to control the program's oper
ation, This is another problem, although presently a minor one, that pro
gram officials should attempt to deal with.
Responses from the membership survey indicated that members considered
the time and effort that the country feedlot sales program saved them to be
an important reason for belonging to the program; this factor ranked ahead
of marketing Information and advice, and greater bargaining power as reasons
for belonging to the program. This indicates that most members trust the
sales representative to take over the greater part of the responsibilities
of marketing their cattle, and therefore also indicates that most are
satisfied with the performance of the country feedlot sales program in
marketing their cattle.
Members surveyed indicated that they planned to market an average of
about 88 percent of their cattle through the program in 1978. In the west,
however, the average was only about 80 percent. This does not necessarily
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indicate dissatisfaction with the program in the west;^ rather, this is
largely a reflection of the policy of Producers Commission Association
which allows members to market cattle through channels other than the pro
gram. This situation has resulted in some misunderstandings in terms of
which cattle were to be marketed by the sales representative and upon
which cattle the commission must be paid. If the country feedlot sales
program is truly operated to the satisfaction of the members, then it
should be possible to raise the percentage of members* cattle marketed
through the program. This is another problem to which program officials
must address themselves,
A general observation on the results of the membership survey is that
members ranked existing characteristics and services of the country feed-
lot sales program significantly higher in importance than the rankings of
proposed additional services and problems of the program. This can be
seen by comparing the rankings on questions 6 and 8 of the survey with the
rankings on question 9 and 10. The conclusion can be drawn that members
were generally satisfied with the program, and did not want to see the
program tampered with in any significant way.
Although western members were, indeed, somewhat less satisfied
with the program than eastern members, as the results of question 16 of
the membership survey show.
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This conclusion is supported by the results of the final question
on the survey, which showed the average overall rating of the program by the
members to be between "just what I expected" and "exceeds my expectations."
Only about 12 percent of the members felt the program did not meet their
expectations, and only four respondents indicated they were not partici
pating due to dissatisfaction with the program.
A final factor demonstrating cattle feeders* satisfaction with the
country feedlot sales program has been the growth of the program. In its
present form, the program has been in existence only since 1975, yet pres
ently over 10 percent of Iowa's fed cattle are being marketed through the
program. Most of the program's growth has resulted from the incorporation
of new areas into the program, and some has resulted from post-formation
expansion within associations. Both types of growth are evidence of the
appeal of the program to cattle feeders. However, as the part of the state
which is available for expansion is now quite limited, to maintain growth
in the program, even greater efforts to satisfy prospective and existing
members must be made. Even at the time of this writing, there is some in
dication that the growth rate of the program is leveling off.
Rapid growth has resulted in various problems for the country feed-
lot sales program. Survey results indicate that the responsibility for
soliciting new members is not clearly delegated, and is frequently neglect
ed. Other problems include the overburdening of the sales representatives
and other employees, the redefinition of association boundaries, and the
reassignment of sales representatives. While some of these can be viewed
as past problems, if the program is to continue to grow, program offi-
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clals must plan on dealing with them in the future.
In summary, the country feedlot sales program has in general suc
ceeded in creating a program which is controlled by cattle feeders and
operated to their satisfaction. However, there are some problems in the
country feedlot sales program which require the immediate attention of
the program officials. Some of these problems, ironically, are indirect
results of the program's rapid growth. If the goals of the program offi
cials concerning continued growth of the program are to be met, then these
problems must be solved.
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CHAPTER V.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Results of this Study
The response of over 72 percent to the membership survey indicates
the interest of the members and their desire for this program to succeed.
We have established that to a high degree, the country feedlot sales pro
gram has accomplished its objectives and has provided its members with
beneficial services. However, this study has pointed out various immediate
problems confronting the leadership of the country feedlot sales program.
The rapid growth of the program has resulted in the overextension of
the feedlot representatives and other program officials. The overextension
of personnel has made it difficult for the program to provide some services
at the level originally planned, and has prevented officials from devoting
sufficient time and effort to the promotion of the program. Rapid growth
has made troublesome changes necessary in association boundaries and
personnel. If program officials succeed in maintaining growth, then they
must plan to deal with such problems.
However, this study has also shown that continued growth may become
difficult for the country feedlot sales program. We have pointed out
some factors, such as increased buyer numbers, increased marketing
outlets, and the importance of the marketing council, which should be
emphasized in achieving member satisfaction and in acquiring new members.
Increased promotion to both existing and prospective members, is considered
essential for the continued growth and success of the program.
The program's structure and the delegation of responsibility have
also resulted in problems. The country feedlot sales program is a result
of the cooperation of three different entities: the sales agencies, the
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the Iowa Farm Bureau, and the members themselves. Sometimes the desires of
the different parties conflict; also, a party may possess an internal con
flict between its different activities. For example, the country oper
ations of the sales agencies may interfere with their terminal market op
erations. There is some feeling among members that profits from the
country feedlot sales program are being used to support the terminal market
operations of the sales agencies. While these probleffls can be dealt with,
they point out that the program's structure is not completely satisfactory.
The delegation of the responsibilities such as promotion and the
solicitation of new members is a current problem of the program related to
the program's structure. Sales representatives, for example, disagree
about who is supposed to be primarily responsible for the solicitation of
new members. In some associations, apparently, signing of new members is
left up to a sales representative who has little or no time to devote to
the task.
The program's structure should be strictly defined, and
responsibilities clearly delegated by formal agreements between the state
and country Farm Bureaus and the Sales Agencies.
CoDimitment of the members to the program is a current problem, espec
ially in the western associations. In the western associations, the prob
lem becomes one of deciding whether the contract should be changed to re
quire 100 percent commitment of the members' cattle to the program, or
whether efforts to increase commitment simply by promotion and persuasion
should be continued. Without the requirement of total commitment of cattle
to the program, cattle feeders are able to play cattle buyers and sales
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representatives one against the other, and thus receive better prices for
cattle not marketed through the program, at the program's expense. This
practice is extremely damaging to the program, as it encourages cattle
feeders to market a certain percentage of their cattle outside of the pro
gram. One possible solution could be to allow a new member a certain time
period or a certain number of marketings to become familiar with the
program, after which total commitment or none would be mandatory.
Another problem is the flat commission charge, which encourages the
program to preferentially seek out the membership of large operators, and
bypass smaller operations. Since the per head marketing cost is less for
larger lots of cattle, the program makes more money in serving the larger
lot. Looking at the other side of the problem, small operators are getting
more for their commission than are the larger operators. This inequity
could be corrected by raising the commission rate for a smaller marketing;
or a plan could be developed which charges different rates for different
levels of service. Using this plan, a cattle feeder would pay only for the
particular services desired. It is apparent from the survey that operators
of different sizes attach different levels of importance to the program's
various services.
In looking forward to the more distant future of the country feedlot
sales program, and to the formation of similar organizations, it is useful
to hypothesize a more effective structure for a marketing organization.
The preferred structure for a livestock direct marketing organization
would include parties whose sole purpose was the success of the organization.
They should not be diverted by conflicting purposes or distracted by in-
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volvement in other enterprises. The organization should include a mech
anism such as the marketing council which insures producer control.
The organization might make use of a uniform and accurate method of
description of the livestock, so buyers and sellers would not need to
physically view the livestock.
The organization could be centrally oriented, so buyers and sellers
over a large area (an entire state, or more) have access to the same market.
To prevent sellers from playing the organization to receive higher
prices without paying the commission, the organization should require
total commitment of the sellers.
The program should be dynamic, adaptable to changing economic con
ditions, and should strive for greater operational and pricing efficiency.
The country feedlot sales program has made significant improvements
in the direct marketing of Iowa cattle. With strong promotion of its
merits, continued producer support, and effective management, this program
should be able to continue to grow and become an important element of the
beef industry.
Suggested Research
Acost-benefit analysis of the country feedlot sales program would
provide instructive future study. This research would involve the diffi
cult problems of estimating the value of the services provided by the pro
gram, and determining whether and to what extent the program causes a
higher price to be paid for the members' cattle. Also, it would be inter
esting and instructive to attempt to estimate the price affects of the
country feedlot sales program to cattle feeders who are not program members.
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A related topic of study is the possible impact of the cotmtry feedlot
sales program on the entire beef industry. Can the program develop the
capacity to exercise market power to raise the price of live beef? If the
program succeeds in raising the price of live beef, what effects will this
have in the beef industry and to the consumer? Will antitrust regulations
prevent the program from having any impact? These questions could become
quite relevant in the near future.
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APPENDIX I
£lf
CmLEyHMIKETING
FARM BUREAU CATTLE MARKETING AGREEMENT
This Agreement made and entered into on the date hereinafter set forth, between the undersigned, a Farm Bureau member in the
designated county, hereinafter referred to as"Beef Producer".and Producers Order Buying Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of
Sioux City Producers Commission Association, hereinafter referred to as "Marketer", organized under the laws of the State of South
Dakota.
It is mutually understood that the purpose of this Agreement is to set forth an understanding of the conditions that will exist and
what is expected of the parties to this Agreement in marketing beef cattle through a country feedlot sales program.
Section I. It is mutually agreed that:
1. The program shall be a joint effort of the two parties involved to improve livestock marketing.
2. The county Farm Bureau organizations whose members are participating in this program, shall collectively have the respon
sibility and authority to establish and implement rules and guidelines concerning the management of the program and shall
accomplish this through a locally appointed marketing council.
3. Marketer will act as the exclusive marketing agent in marketing the cattle owned by Beef Producer during the 60 days following
the date of this Agreement and during each succeeding 60 day period.
4. The Agreement automatically renews itself until such time that Beef Producer gives 30 days prior notice In writing to Marketer,
314 Livestock Exchange Building, Sioux City. Iowa, of his desire to cancel this Agreement.
5. If this Agreement involves more than one beef producer, this Agreement shall be signed by a party who. by his signature to this
Agreement, represents and warrants that he has authority to sign this Agreement for all the beef producers affected by this
particular Agreement.
6. The Beef Producer will have the choice of accepting a feed lot bid for delivery directly to a packer or shipping the cattle to a
terminal market where Marketer has a sales agency. The choice will be made after Marketer secures one or more bona fide
bids at the feed lot and informs Beef Producer, according to their best judgment, what the estimated price of the cattle will be
at the terminal.
Section II. Marketer agrees to:
1. Upon request, bring or send one or more buyers who are interested in the kind of cattle Beef Producer has available, to Beef
Producer's feedlot. and secure bids along with any time limitations or special conditions Involved.
2. Permit any legitimate buyer to bid, so long as he can offer satisfactory proof of financial responsibility to immediately pay lor
the cattle. Marketer assumes the responsibility for the decision of the ability of buyer to pay.
3. Keep well posted on availability and prices of feeder cattle, prices and trends of market cattle on terminals, as well as dressed
beef prices, and gtve Beef Producer the benefit of this information.
4. Not use persuasion, based on partiality as between selling in the feed lot and selling on the terminal. The soJe purpose of
Marketer shall be to get the best possible net price for the cattle.
5. IfBeef Producer decides to sell through a terminal, give advice regarding the most desirable day to ship, and give the cattle the
best possible care and provide the best possible salesmanship.
6. Provide information regarding trucking, transportation rates, and probable shrink.
7. Guarantee payment for the cattle. Marketer will invoice the packer, collect the amount due and promptly pay for the cattle. Cat
tle sent to the terminal shall be paid for on the day sold. Feed lot cattle shall be paid for immediatelyafter delivery, and Inno
event, more than three days later, even if Marketer does not receive payment from the packer within the time allotted.
Section 111. Beef Producer agrees to;
1. Market approximately the number of cattle for slaughter during a calendar year, which number is indicated below.
2. Give Marketer exclusive right to market the cattle.
3. Refer all bids from independent sources toMarketer immediately, to insureguaranteed paymentprovision ofthisAgreement.
4. Make his owndecision, after conferring with Marketer salesman, whether he should accept or reject the highest bid at the feed
lot. or ship to Marketer at a terminal market.
5. Accept responsibility for seeing that thecattle actually delivered are thesamecattle as represented toMarketer and buyer, and
that said cattle are weighed and transferred In accordance with terms of the sale.
6. Pay for services rendered by Marketer a service charge of 30® cwt. Service charge to pay for following services:
(A) Guaranteeing payment (C) Advising Beef Producer on terms of sale
(B) Short and long term market information (D) Marketing management information.
7. Pay normal marketing charges if cattleare soldon the terminal market, toMarketer or Long &Hansen. or to a terminal market
approved by the marketing council.
8. Pay promptly the 30<t per cwt. service charge if he markets any cattle through other channels than stated in this Agreement.
9. Maintain hisFarmBureaumembership ingood standingduring the termofthisAgreement. If he fails to do so. and such failure
continues for 30 days, then it is understood that this Agreement will be terminated by marketing council on giving Beef
Producer written notice of termination.
Dated this day of 19
By By
Beef Producer Producers Order Buying Company,
a wholly owned subsidiary of
Sioux City Producers Commission Association
Address
Phone
Designated County Farm Bureau
^ )
Approximate Number ofCattle tobeMarketed Annually
1-30-75
6S
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SLAUGHTER CATTLE I4ARKETINC AGREEMENT
Farm Bureau Federation - Interstate Producers Livestock Association
I , a cattle feeder and Farm Bureau member in
ty, normally expect to market approximately cattle for slaughter this year,
I hereby request Interstate Producers Livestock Association to act as the exclusive
etlng agent in marketing of the cattle that I own or will sell for slaughter during
next 60 days, from the date of this contract and during each succeeding 60 days,
natically renewable, until such time that I give 30 days prior notice in writing to
rstate Producers Livestock Association, 1705 W, Luthy Drive, Peoria, Illinois that
3h to cancel this contract.
It is my understanding that I have a choice of accepting a feedlot bid for delivery
ct to a packer or shipping the cattle to a terminal or auction where Interstate
ucers has a sales agency. The one exception being the Joliet Terminal, The choice
be made after Interstate Producers gets one or more bona fide bids at the feedlot,
Informs me according to their judgments what the estimated price of the cattle will
t the terminal or auction.
Interstate Producers, In order to fill their part of the agreement, will do the
following;
1. Upon my request, bring or send one or more buyers to the feedlot interested
in the kind of cattle fed, and bids along with any time limitations or special
condi t ions i nvo1ved.
2. Permit any legitimate buyer to bid, so long as he can offer satisfactory proof
of ability to immediately pay for the cattle, Interstate Producers to take on the
responsibility for the decision on ability to pay.
3. Keep carefully posted on availability and prices of feeder cattle, prices and
trends of market cattle, on terminals, as well as dressed beef prices, and give
me full benefit of this knowledge.
4. Use no persuasion, based on partiality as between selling In feedlot and selling
on the terminals, the sole purpose in getting the best possible price for the
cattle.
5. If I decide to go to terminals or auctions, give advice regarding the desirable
day to ship, and give the cattle the best possible handling care as well as
selling them with only my best interest in mind.
6. Give information regarding trucking, truck rates, and probable shrinks.
7. Guarantee payment for the cattle. Interstate Producers will invoice the
packer, collect the amount due, and promptly pay for the cattle. Those sent
to terminals or auctions will be paid for on the day sold. Feedlot cattle
will be paid for immediately after delivery, and in no event, more than five
days later, even if Interstate Producers does not receive payment from the
packer within that period of time.
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In return for this service, I will:
1, Give Interstate Producers exclusive rights on these cattle, and if bids are
received from Independent resources, will refer such bids to Interstate Producers.
2. Make my own decision, after conferring with Interstate Producers whether I accept
the highest bid at the feedlot, or ship to Producers at the terminals or auctions.
3, Accept responsibility for seeing that the cattle actually delivered are the same
cattle as represented.
4. For services rendered by IPLA, pay a service charge of $3.50 on steers and $3.25
on heifers. All cattle over 300 head per contract signer sold in IPLA fiscal
year, the service charge will be $3.25 on steers and $3.00 on heifers. Any
combination of steers or heifers will constitute the 300 head volume discount.
If cattle are sold on terminals or auction where Interstate Producers is represented,
pay the normal market charge.
5. If I market any cattle under other methods than stated in this contract, I agree
to promptly pay IPLA $3,50 per head on steers and $3.25 per head on heifers.
6, Maintain my Farm Bureau membership in good standing during the terra of this
agreement. If I fail to do so, and such failure continues for 30 days, this I
understand that Interstate Producers may, at their option, terminate this agreement
by giving me written notice.
If this application Involves more than one party, then this agreement shall be
construed as applying to each exactly the same manner as if the cattle were
owned solely by one party.
SIGNED
^TED ADDRESS
FARM BUREAU MEMBERSHIP NO.
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lovwi State LJniversit t>f Scicncf and Technoht^y Jjj^ Amex, Iowa SOON
E>epartfnen( of Economics
Dear Country Feedlot Sales Program Member:
The country feedlot sales program of Iowa, Illinois and Minnesota is a
unique and innovative example of what cattle feeders like yourself can do to
improve the methods of marketing their product. Your program will very likely
be copied in other parts of the United States by fanners and. other producers
who also want to do a better job of marketing. For these reasons, more in
formation about this unusual selling method is needed.
Enclosed is a survey to obtain some opinions from you about the country
feedlot sales program. This survey has been worked out and approved by the
Iowa State University Economics Department, Mr. Carl Rylander and Mr. Harry Reed
of IPLA, and Mr. Glee Mulder of the Iowa Farm Bureau.
This survey will help to make the country feedlot sales program an even
better program for you. An analysis of the results of this survey by Iowa
State University, IPLA, and the Iowa Farm Bureau will be made available to
your organization.
The results of this survey will also become a part of a study of the
country feedlot sales program. This research is part of my Masters Degree
program, which is under the direction of Dr. J. Marvin Skadberg.
You are one of the approximately 400 sales program members in Iowa,
Illinois and Minnesota who were selected to take this sur^-ey. Therefore,
it is very important that you fill out the survey and mail it in the stamped
envelope provided.
Thanks very much for your cooperation!
Sincerely,
Gary Anderson
468 East Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa 50011
INTERSTATE PRODUCERS LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION
1705 WEST LUTHY DRIVE PEORIA, ILLINOIS 61614
TELEPHONE {309} 691-5360
March 13, 1978
Dear Country Feedlot Sales Program Member:
I urge you to take the time to fill out this survey to be
used by Mr. Gary Anderson* a student at Iowa State University,
from which he will write a thesis.
This survey has the full endorsement of Producers and we
believe that it will enhance the feedlot sales program and help
us to continue to give you the best possible service.
CRR/cjn
Very truly yours,
INTERSTATE PRODUCERS LIVESTOCK ASSN,
Carl Rylander, Vice President
Cattle Marketing Division
UVTSTuf.^
rnUNt l/U) ^:>b-l666 '
NATIONAL LIVE STOCK PRODUCERS
140 ASSOCIATION
Producers
.'as., 1
SIOUX Cirv STOCK yARDS
SIOUX CITY, IOWA 51107
MoAc/i 2
VzoJi ZouAiJus fttdlot Sala^ ?n.OQfiajn Mewbe>i:
I uJtQZ. that yoa take thz timz to iiZt out tkiM
^{iA\Jzy in be. a&zd by Gcmjy kndvittOYL, w/io iM a Aiuden-t at Iomw
State. UitcvzAA-ity, i^-tom ujfUch hz vjaJZ vinxXz a the^-U,
T/vL6 6uA.vzy ha& thz iuLt zndoA^zjnznt oi P^^daczu
Comml&^ton Association, We fae^eve -it uxitt znkancz thz
izzdtot 6aZe^ pAjO^fLom, and mJji kzlp as to gi.vz you thz bt&t
poshihtz CjOopzAMXivz moAJzztCng 6ZAvZcz^
\fzKy tAiiZy yoLLfUi,
PROWCBRS COmJSSWU ASSOCIATTOU
fi
David F. tiitchztt
MANAGER
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directioi»
Itost of the questions on the survey are self-explanatory. However,
questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 may need additional explanation. On each of
these questions, every response should be marked by placing either a
4, 3, 2, lorOin each blank.
On each answer:
If you feel the reason given is very important, place a 4 in the blank.
If you feel the reason given is quite important, place a 3 in the blank.
If you feel the reason given is important, place a 2 in the blank.
If you feel the reason given is of little importance, place a 1 in the blank,
If you feel the reason given is of importance, place a 0 in the blank.
Here is an example of my answers to a sample question: Example: What
items are most important in keeping your car running?
/ air cleaner
^ spark plugs
*3 fuel filter
0 dome light
ethylene glycol coolant
fuel
distributor
When you finish the survey, please mail it in the envelope provided.
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Country Feedlot Sales Program Member Survey
1. What is the name of your association?
^Siouxland Twin Cedar
^Supreme Beef Mid-Iowa Beefland
Maple Valley Central Iowa
Comland Iowa Valley
Top of Iowa ^Cedar Valley
Top Dollar Eastern Iowa
Steakland Southeastern Iowa
_Raccoon Valley ^Upper Iowa
Great Lakes
Don't know
2. About how many years have you been feeding cattle?
3. How long have you been a member of the country feedlot sales program?
4. How many cattle do you plan to feed in 1978?
5. How many cattle do you plan to market through the country feedlot sales
program in 1978?
^al^^ next five questions, mark each and every answer according to the following
4 - extremely important
3 - quite important
2 - important
1 "• little importance
0 - no importance
6. Why do you participate in the country feedlot sales program? (mark each answer
either 4, 3, 2, 1, or 0 according to its importance to you)
1 gee a higher price for my cattle than I could with other marketing methods
It saves me time and effort
I am guaranteed payment on my cattle
U3
(continued)
I have a greater selection of marketing outlets with the program
I get market information from the feedlot representative
I get marketing advice from the feedlot representative (when and where
CO sell, etc.)
The cooperative marketing concept, with its higher volume, improves the
bargaining position of each feeder
Other (explain) —
7. Who or what was most important in persuading you to join the country feedlot
sales program? (Again, rank each answer 4, 3, 2, 1, or 0 according to its
importance.)
other feeder or feeders
article in magazine or other publication
feedlot representative
other (explain)
Mark these services of the feedlot representative according to their
importance to you (rank each answer 4, 3, 2, 1, or 0)
Getting buyers to the feedlot
Negotiating with the buyers
_Visiting the feedlot to keep track of the progress of the cattle and
determine when they are ready to market
Supplying market information
Supplying marketing advice (when and where to sell, etc.)
9. What additional services would you like to see provided by the country feedlot
sales program? (rank each answer: 4 meaning "would like very much to see this
service added," on down to 0, 0 meaning "wouldn't want to see this service
added")
^providing regular outlook information
assisting in purchasing feeder cattle
providing training sessions on cattle feeding methods
providing training sessions on health and disease control
providing training sessions on quality and yield grading
providing training sessions on marketing strategies
other (explain)
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10. Which of the following are problems of the country feedlot sales program?
(mark each answer either 4, 3, 2, 1, or 0 according to its importance to you)
Communication between producer and feedlot representative
^Some buyers don't cooperate
There is nothing to prevent feeders from dropping in and out of the program
Feeders don't have enough control over the association
Other (explain)
11, In order to discourage feeders from dropping in and out of the program, should
the marketing agreement be changed to last longer than 60 days?
Yes
No
Indifferent
12, Has anyone urged you not to be a member of the country feedlot sales program?
^Yes
If yes, what occupations were the people who urged you not to Join?
No
13. How important is your marketing council in determining the policies and
activities of your association?
^Very important
Important
Very little importance
No importance
14. Before joining the country feedlot sales program, how many buyers were you
able to get to bid on a given set of cattle, on the average?
15. As a member of the country feedlot sales program, how many buyers are you able
to get to bid on a given set of cattle, on the average?
16, What is your overall opinion of the country feedlot sales program?
Exceeds my expectations
Just what I expected
Doesn't meet my expectations
III XlQN]dclV 
1A6
Questions and answers are listed in the order in which they
appeared on the survey,
Answers to multiple choice questions have been abbreviated, and
appear in the second column. The number of respondents giving each
answer on multiple choice questions appears in the third column.
The fourth column gives the mean answers where appropriate, and
specifies the units. Means without units indicate mean ratings on a
0 to 4 scale (0 « umimportant, 4 ® extremely important).
Question
i.y
U7
State of Iowa and
Beefland (Minnesota)
278 Respondents, 72.6% Response
Answer
Beefland
Siouxland
Maple Valley
Cornland
Great Lakes
Supreme Beef
Top $
Top of Iowa
Steakland
Raccoon Valley
Twin Cedar
Mid-Iowa Beefland
Central Iowa
Upper Iowa
Cedar Valley
Iowa Valley
Eastern Iowa
Southeastern Iowa
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More i/utlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Frequency
17
21
15
23
1
12
15
13
15
7
14
13
17
9
19
9
10
16
32
Mean
19.59 years
21.16 months
316.84 cattle
240,83 cattle
3.10
2.76
3.00
3.22
2.38
2.53
2.74
2.28
1.19
1.66
3.47
3.32
3.39
2.20
2.64
Question
9.
10.
11.
12.
13,
14
15,
16,
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State of Iowa and
Beefland (Minnesota)
(continued)
Answer
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Feeder
Dissatisfied member
Commission man
Sale barn personnel
N. F. 0.
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
27
173
68
28
7
2
4
6
1
225
103
106
25
2
74
162
32
Mean
2.72
1.93
1.39
1.38
1.88
2.34
2.07
1.81
1.18
1.27
2.27
3.85
_1/ Answers shown for Question 1 are the respondents' answers and should
not be taken to indicate the true number of surveys received from each
association, nor to indicate the number of erroneous responses. For
this data, refer to Chapter III, Tables 2 and 3.
Question
1.
10.
U9
Producers Commission Association - Affiliated
Associations (Western Associations)
136 Respondents, 64.0% Response
Answer
Beefland
Siouxland
Maple Valley
Cornland
Great Lakes
Supreme Beef
Top $
Top of Iowa
Steakland
Don*t know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Frequency
17
21
15
23
1
12
15
13
15
4
Mean
19.26 years
19.39 months
385.7 cattle
235.9 cattle
2.95
2.60
2.99
2.24
2.42
2.46
2.68
2.38
1.23
1.51
3.45
3.23
2.27
2.21
2.60
2.76
2.01
1.37
1.32
1.87
2.29
2.26
1.81
1.11
1.42
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Producers Commission Association - Affiliated
Associations (Western Associations)
(continued)
Question Answer Frequency Mean
11. Yes 13
No 79
Indifferent 42
12. Buyer 14
Feeder 5
Dissatisfied member 1
Commission man 1
13. Very important 52
Important 50
Little importance 13
No importance 1
14. 2.39
13. 4.00
16. Exceeds 36
Same 78
Doesn't meet 19
Question
1.
10
151
Interstate Producers Livestock
Association - Affiliated Associations
(Eastern Associations)
142 Respondents* 77.6% Response
Answer Frequency
Raccoon Valley
Twin Cedar
Mid-Iowa Beefland
Central Iowa
Upper Iowa
Cedar Valley
Iowa Valley
Eastern Iowa
Southeastern Iowa
Don * t know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
7
14
13
17
9
19
9
10
16
28
Mean
19.91 years
22.85 months
251.99 cattle
245.08 cattle
3.25
2.92
3.01
3.21
2.33
2.59
2.80
2.18
1.15
1.81
3.49
3.40
2.50
2.19
2.68
2.69
1.86
1.41
1.44
1.88
2.38
1.88
1.81
1.24
1.31
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Interstate Producers Livestock
Association - Affiliated Associations
(Eastern Associations)
(continued)
Question Answer Frequency Mean
11. Yes 14
No 94
Indifferent 26
12. Buyer 14
Feeder 2
Dissatisfied member 1
Coinmission man 3
Sale barn personel 6
N. F. 0. 1
13. Very important 51
Important 56
Little importance 12
No importance 1
14. 2.14
15. 3.71
16. Exceeds 38
Same 84
Doesn't meet 13
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10,
11
12,
13.
14,
15.
16
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Beefland (Minnesota)
17 Respondents, 65.4% Response
Answer
Beefland
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitraent
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Feeder
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
17
2
10
4
4
1
12
6
5
1
0
Mean
16.7 years
13.9 months
284.8 cattle
214.3 cattle
3.24
2.71
2.82
3.53
2.59
2.76
2.70
1.82
1.41
1.41
3.41
3.24
2.65
2.06
2.41
2.59
2.18
1.18
1.24
2.29
2.71
2.14
1.36
1.14
1.87
2.47 buyers
3.93 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
A.
5.
6.
10,
11
12
13
14
15,
16,
15A
Slouxland
20 Respondents, 66.7% Response
Answer
Slouxland
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Feeder
Commission man
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
20
2
11
6
4
3
1
12
5
11
2
0
5
10
4
Mean
19.6 years
26.8 months
938.1 cattle
237.5 cattle
2.63
2.63
2.74
3.17
2.72
2.56
2.33
1.94
1.11
1.94
3.22
2.50
2.56
2.39
2.61
3.11
2.22
1.78
1.44
2.11
2.06
1.68
2.47
1.05
1.63
2.83 buyers
4.46 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11,
12,
13
14
15
16
155
Maple Valley
16 Respondents, 61.5% Response
Answer
Maple Valley
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communi c a t ion
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
15
1
2
7
7
1
15
3
10
2
0
3
12
1
Mean
18.5 years
24.5 months
295.9 cattle
308.1 cattle
3.06
2.94
3.06
3.50
2.56
2.69
3.06
2.81
0.81
1.56
3.69
3.62
2.44
2.25
2.56
2.50
2.06
1.50
1.50
1.94
2.50
1.94
1.69
0.94
1.12
2.23 buyers
3.82 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11
12,
13
14,
15,
16,
1.56
Comland
25 Respondents, 86.2% Response
Answer
Comland
Siouxland
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Dissatisfied member
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
23
1
1
1
17
7
1
1
23
13
9
2
0
4
18
2
Mean
19.8 years
25.6 months
299.9 cattle
197.3 cattle
2.64
2.68
3.36
2.88
2.08
2.40
2.56
2.36
1.08
1.28
3.32
3.24
2.00
2.08
2.56
2.52
1.92
1.32
1.48
1.80
2.28
2.40
1.44
1.04
1.60
2.19 buyers
4.59 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11,
12:
13
14,
15,
16,
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Supreme Beef
12 Respondents, 75.0% Response
Answer
Supreme Beef
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
12
2
3
7
1
11
5
3
3
1
Mean
23.08 years
25.00 months
363.6 cattle
264.5 cattle
2.83
2.83
3.17
2.92
2.00
2.00
2.92
2.33
2.00
1.58
3.67
3.33
2.67
2.17
2.50
2.92
2.00
1.83
1.08
1.50
2.00
2.63
1.50
1.58
1.55
2.50 buyers
3.56 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10,
12
13
14
15,
16
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Top $
lA Respondents, 58.3% Response
Answer
Top $
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Coinmitment
Feedp'- jontrol
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
14
1
10
3
1
14
7
10
0
0
Mean
17.93 years
10.29 months
152.5 cattle
160.1 cattle
3.00
2.50
3.36
3.14
2.50
2.50
2.71
3.00
1.56
1.21
3.46
3.54
2.15
2.31
3.00
2.85
2.00
1.46
1.53
1.69
2.00
2.92
1.69
1.31
0.92
2.09 buyers
3.50 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11
12
13,
14,
15
16,
159
Top of Iowa
14 Respondents, 63.6% Response
Answer
Top of Iowa
Top $
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Comr;-* tjient
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Feeder
No one
Very Important
Important
Little importance
No ln^)ortance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
13
1
0
12
2
2
1
11
6
4
0
0
3
8
3
Mean
17.21 years
9.86 months
251.4 cattle
219.2 cattle
3.21
2.29
1.86
3.43
2.50
2.36
2.43
2.71
1.43
1.50
3.43
3.00
1.93
2.50
2.93
2.64
1.64
0.86
0.93
1.86
2.21
2.15
2.00
0.69
1.15
2.32 buyers
3.82 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10,
11
12
13
14,
15,
16,
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Sceakland
17 Respondents, 65.4% Response
Answer
Steakland
Don * t know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communica t i on
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Ooesa*t meet
Frequency
15
2
3
8
6
17
7
4
3
0
Mean
21.24 years
14.47 months
380.6 cattle
305.0 cattle
3.18
2.18
3.29
3.53
2.47
2.35
2.82
2.24
0.76
1.65
3.59
3.53
1.82
2.06
2.41
3.06
1.88
1.00
1.24
1.71
2.47
2.15
2.00
0.69
1.15
2.44 buyers
3.70 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11
12.
13.
14,
15.
16
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Raccoon Valley
9 Respondents, 64.3% Response
Answer
Raccoon Valley
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Conmitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Commission man
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
7
2
Mean
13.56 years
30.22 months
175.56 cattle
L80.62 cattle
3.00
2.44
3.33
3.56
2.33
2.56
3.33
1.56
1.33
1.78
3.67
3.67
2.11
2.22
2.44
2.67
1.11
1.22
1.00
1.44
2.22
2.00
2.44
1.00
0.56
2.00
3.56
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
10.
11,
12.
13.
14,
15,
16,
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Mid-Iowa Beefland
17 Respondents, 85.0% Response
Answer
Mid-Iowa Beefland
Central Iowa
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Feeder
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
12
1
4
4
11
2
1
16
8
6
3
0
2
13
2
Mean
17.88 years
25.76 months
199.5 cattle
198.9 cattle
3.35
3.12
3.12
3.41
2.71
2.88
3.00
2.24
1.76
1.59
3.76
3.53
2.82
2.41
2.76
2.94
1.18
1.24
1.18
1.59
2.12
2.53
2.12
1.47
1.29
2.25 buyers
4.31 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3,
A.
5.
6.
7.
8.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
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Upper Iowa
13 Respondents, 65.0% Response
Answer
Upper Iowa
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Feeder
Dissatisfied member
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
9
4
Mean
14.46 years
7.77 months
502.55 cattle
506.82 cattle
3.75
2.75
2.75
3.33
2.08
2.58
3.00
2.62
1.46
1.38
3.69
3.62
2.46
1.69
2.62
2.31
2.31
1.62
1.38
1.62
2.08
1.17
2.27
1.25
1.75
1.91
4.00
Question
1.
2.
3.
A
5.
6.
10,
11.
12.
13,
14,
15,
16,
16A
Central Iowa
22 Respondents, 100.0% Response
Answer
Central Iowa
Mld-Iowa Beefland
Don * t know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop concept
Other feeders
Article
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commxtment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
16
1
5
2
13
6
4
17
7
9
1
1
5
12
3
Mean
21.95 years
25.57 months
181.3 cattle
185.2 cattle
3.38
2.95
2.90
2.90
2.24
2.71
2.57
2.05
1.05
3.43
3.24
2.71
2.00
3.10
2.81
2.00
1.62
1.38
2.38
2.14
2.00
2.05
1.81
1.38
1.85
3.38
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10,
11
12
13
14,
15,
16,
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Twin Cedar
16 Respondents, 80.0% Response
Answer
Twin Cedar
Cedar Valley
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More Outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer Coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
N.F.O.
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Sane
Doesn't meet
Frequency
14
2
2
12
2
1
1
14
6
8
0
0
4
11
0
Mean
24.38 years
21.94 months
314.25 cattle
306.31 cattle
3.50
2.75
2.69
3.25
2.56
2.88
2.94
2.81
1.00
2.00
3.56
3.25
2.44
2.44
2.75
2.31
2.00
1.56
1.81
1.88
2.75
2.19
2.12
1.25
1.06
2.68 buyers
4.65 buyers
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15,
16,
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Cedar Valley
16 Respondents, 66.7% Response
Answer
Cedar Valley
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communica t ion
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
14
2
2
12
2
1
15
8
6
1
0
4
11
1
Mean
18.75 years
26.38 months
286.5 cattle
223.1 cattle
3.12
3.19
3.00
3.38
3.31
2.56
2.94
2.27
1.13
1.40
3.38
3.62
2.38
2.19
2.25
2.81
2.38
1.81
1.69
2.00
3.00
2.25
1.93
1.00
1.06
2.04
3.46
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5<
6.
7.
8.
9.
10,
11.
12,
13.
14
15.
16.
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Iowa Valley
16 Respondents, 66.7% Response
Answer
Iowa Valley
Cedar Valley
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. pajrment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communic a t ion
Buyci. ooop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Sale bam personnel
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
9
3
4
0
12
2
I
1
12
4
7
I
0
Mean
20.81 years
21.31 years
178.8 cattle
184.4 cattle
2.87
3.00
3.07
3.13
2.20
2.00
3.27
2.00
0.73
2.20
3.20
3.13
2.20
2.07
2.60
2.60
1.67
1.07
1.27
1.33
2.00
1.79
0.71
0.21
0.71
2.18
3.04
Question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
10.
11
12
13.
14,
15,
16,
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Eastern Iowa
16 Respondents, 84.2% Response
Answer
Eastern Iowa
Don't know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer coop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Commission man
Sale barn personnel
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Same
Doesn't meet
Frequency
10
6
0
11
5
2
2
12
1
8
3
0
Mean
21.31 years
27.60 months
257.7 cattle
257.6 cattle
3.19
3.00
3,38
2.81
2.19
2.62
2.31
1.94
0.81
1.62
3.12
3.25
2.75
2.12
2.62
2.38
1.88
1.38
1.81
2.06
2.31
1.38
1.50
1.12
1.00
2.22
3.16
Question
1.
2.
3.
4-
5.
6.
7.
10,
11
12
13
14
15
16,
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Southeastern Iowa
17 Respondents, 77.3% Response
Answer Frequency
Southeastern Iowa
Don * t know
Higher price
Time and effort
Guar. payment
More outlets
Market info.
Market advice
Coop, concept
Other feeders
Article
Sales rep.
Buyers to lot
Negotiating
Visiting
Market info.
Market advice
Outlook info.
Feeder cattle
Feeding methods
Health control
Grading
Mktg. strategy
Communication
Buyer ',oop.
Commitment
Feeder control
Yes
No
Indifferent
Buyer
Sale bam personnel
No one
Very important
Important
Little importance
No importance
Exceeds
Saute
Doesn't meet
16
1
0
12
2
3
3
9
5
8
2
0
Mean
21.53 years
19.00 months
234.1 cattle
210.6 cattle
3.00
2.81
3.00
3.38
2.31
2.44
2.19
2.00
1.19
2.44
3.69
3.44
2.38
2.50
2.75
3.18
1.94
1.06
1.29
2.18
2.76
1.44
1.38
1.62
1.12
2.18
3.87
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Questionnaire for Feedlot Sales Representatives
1. How many miles per month do you travel on the average?
2, Whac do you feel are the most important services you provide? (Please
rank each answer, 0 through 4. 0 is "unimportant", 4 is "very important")
Getting buyers to the farms
Negotiating with cattle buyers
Visiting the feedlot to keep track of the cattle's progress and
determining when they are ready to market
Gathering marketing information
Supplying marketing advice to the feeder
Other
3. What are the greatest advantages of the country feedlot sales program
for the cattle feeder? (Please rank each answer on the same 0 to 4
scale of Information).
It saves the cattle feeder time and effort
The cattle feed®'' is guaranteed payment
The cattle feeder has a greater selection of marketing outlets
with the program
The cattle feeder gets market information from the feedlot
representat ive
The cattle feeder gets marketing advice from the feedlot
representative (when and where to sell, etc.)
The cooperative marketing concept, with its higher volume,
strengthens the bargaining position of each feeder
Others
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4. Which of the following would be of benefit in Improving the country
feedlot sales program? (Again rank 0-4 according to importance)
Improved communication between cattle feeder and feedlot representative
Better cooperation by certain cattle buyers
There is nothing to prevent cattle feeders from dropping in and out of
the program
Certain cattle feeders should do a better job of feeding their cattle
Others (explain)
In order to discourage feeders from dropping in and out of the program,
should the marketing agreement be changed to last longer than 60 days?
Yes No
How many buyers do you have contacts with?
Do you contact feedlot representatives in other associations to help
sell cattle or for marketing information?
Never Occasionally Often
Should the organization place more emphasis on this type of cooperation
between associations?
Cooperation of this type needs to be encouraged
Cooperation of this type evolves by itself and needs no extra
encouragement
Cooperation between associations should be discouraged
8. How much opposition is there to the country feedlot sales program?
Less than I expected
More than I expected
About the same as I expected
9. From what occupations or types of organizations does your opposition come?
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11. Who is primarily responsible for signing new members?
12. How much effort do you devote to seeking new members?
